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ABSTRACT

This study is about individual giving behaviour in Australia, which focuses specifically
on the behaviour of individuals from the Baby Boomer Generation, Generation X,
Generation Y and the Internet Generation.
The literature reveals that individuals in Australia have been bombarded by an
increasing number of requests for donations and are suffering from donation fatigue,
and that individuals from different generations perceive this competitive donation
request environment differently. To understand this competitive donation request
environment, it is appropriate to start with the latest and most complete content model,
which is the Giving Behaviour Model proposed in Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007).
Therefore, this study extends the Sargeant and Woodliffe’s (2007) content model by
incorporating three new constructs to the original model and provides an Australian
perspective. The three proposed additions are: (1) Multiple-request Environment and its
effect on individuals’ donation motivation and behaviour, (2) Generational Effects on
motivation, (3) and the Donation Fatigue Effect.
To address these three constructs, an exploratory study was conducted and 212
individuals were interviewed. It was confirmed that, first, individuals in Australia have
been bombarded by an increasing number of ever changing requests for donations and
for this reason they are experiencing a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment. Second,
individuals in Australia from the Baby Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y
and Internet Generation have different perceptions of the current Australian giving
environment and therefore behave differently. Generation Y members are impulsive
ii

donors and they tend to donate for self-interest reasons, where they seek some tangible
or emotional benefit from their giving encounter such as “helper’s high”, and they also
like to be approached by social network media and websites. Baby Boomers, for
instance, tend to donate because of Familial Utility, where their support is mostly
related to friends or family members and NPOS from the health related field of activity.
Third, individuals in Australia are suffering from Request Fatigue and not from
Donation Fatigue. It was identified that there was no lack of compassion or that
individuals are tired of donating, because they are willing to support charities.
Individuals in Australia, however, are actually tired of being continuously asked for
donation and the way that they are being constantly asked for money.
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1 CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1

Chapter Outline

This thesis is about individual giving behaviour in Australia, in particular individuals
from the Baby Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet
Generation and how they perceive and react to the Australian Multiple-request
Environment. It starts by giving an introduction to the Australian current giving
environment, and then explains the problem orientation, the purpose of this research, a
brief description of the methods applied in the research, the contributions of this thesis
and the thesis structure. Figure 1.1 presents the Chapter outline.
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Figure 1.1: Outline of Chapter 1
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1.2

Introduction: Australia’s Multiple-request Environment

In today’s society, individuals are being bombarded by numerous requests for donations
on a daily basis, by email, by canvassers on busy streets, by phone calls, by online ads,
in a supermarket buying daily groceries, by outdoor advertising (for example on train
stations and buses), in cinemas and also in places of worship. What is the individuals’
reaction to these multiple approaches? Are individuals tired of helping others? Are
people feeling worn out by being asked to help others? How do potential donors
prioritise their donation in a multiple request environment? There is little research
evidence identifying donor responses to such multiple requests. This PhD examines
how individuals perceive Australia’s Multiple Request Environment. Specifically, how
different generational groups respond to these multiple approaches. The marketing
literature highlights the role of generational characteristics in terms of values, attitudes
and consumption preferences (cf Kotler et al. 2010; Solomon et al. 2010; McCrindle &
Wolfinger 2009), however little attention has been given to investigate different giving
behaviour amongst donors from different generations (cf Centre on Philanthropy at
Indiana University 2010; Urbain, Gonzalez & Gall-Ely 2013). I conducted this
investigation in particular on Baby Boomers Generation, Generation X, Generation Y
and iGen (Internet Generation).

1.2.1

The Nature of the Non-profit Sector in Australia

Australia’s Non-Profit Sector represents just over 4% of the country’s GDP (just under
$43 billion) (Productivity Commission 2010a). In 2010 it was estimated that there was
600,000 non-profit organisations (NPOs) in Australia compared to 520,000 in 1995-96.
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That means an increase on average of just over 5,300 new organisations each year over
the past 15 years (Productivity Commission 2010b). NPOs stage plays and concerts,
they teach yoga and organise cricket competitions, they restore old machinery and
encourage new inventions, they perform ceremonies to mark birth, marriage and death,
they treat the sick, house the homeless, seek justice for the oppressed, represent the
interests of workers and seek government support for business and so on. Consequently,
there are few fields of human activity that are not undertaken by non-profit
organisations (Lyons 2001). The Non-Profit Sector encompasses all those organisations
that are not part of the public sector and the business sector, organisations such as The
Red Cross, The Salvation Army, World Vision and The Heart Foundation, just to name
those regarded as Superbrands (Superbrands Australia 1999, 1999, 2002, 2005;
Superbrands Australia & Nielsen Australia 2008; Superbrands Australia 2011). Finally,
non-profit organisations are private (they are not controlled by any government body),
they act voluntarily (organisations started by people getting together voluntarily), they
target individual or community benefit and they do not seek personal profit (Lyons
2001).
Therefore, in order to monitor the sector’s performance and its complexity, the
organisations are grouped into categories according to their primary activity based on
the Australian and New Zealand Standard Industry Classification (ANZSIC) (Lyons
2001). Similarly, in the US, organisations are also categorised according to their
primary activity. Likewise, the United Nations (UN) and the Centre for Civil Society
Studies categorise non-profit organisations into twelve groups of activities and 30
subgroups (Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). More recently, the Australian Bureau
of Statistics (ABS) (2010) and the Productivity Commission (2010a) have also adopted
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the UN’s International Classification of Non-Profit Organisations (ICNPO). It is
worthwhile to point out that there are different classifications for different purposes that
could result in conflicting figures from conflicting reports.
The Sector is diverse and complex and this complexity is reflected in the number of
different names the sector is called, names such as non-profit sector, non-profit
organisations, not-for-profit sector, non-governmental organisations, voluntary sector,
social economy, community sector, independent sector, social sector and charitable
sector (Lyons 2001; Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a; Productivity Commission
2010a). In this thesis the terms: Non-Profit Sector (NPS) and Non-Profit
Organisation (NPO) will be used.

1.2.2

The Need for a Non-Profit Organisation’s Financial Independence and its
Relationship to Donations

An organisation ‘free speech’ is impacted by its financial independence and the
financial independence is affected by the variety of sources of income and the balance
and consistency between them. The larger the number of sources of income an NPO
has, the more independent the NPO is in its activities and the more credible the NPO is
with governmental and major funders. Therefore, the pursuit of a sustainable financial
independence is the daily struggle for many non-profit organisations. According to
Lyons (2001) their revenue streams from a wide range of sources, but basically three
main categories, which are:
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Fees and charges: membership fees charged from the organisation’s members, normally
collected on annual basis, and fees charged on services provided by the organisation,
which rarely cover the production costs.
Government funds: involve a range of grants from one-off gifts to contracts to provide
specific services.
Fundraising: Non-profit organisations raise funds from individuals and businesses,
where funds mean money and goods (Lyons 2001). In money terms, 70% of the
fundraising income in Australia is raised from individuals and 30% comes from
businesses (Department of Family and Community Services 2005).
Therefore, fundraising plays a strategic role in the pursuit of an organisation’s freedom
of work. Additionally, governments are waning in their support for charities (Wilding et
al. 2006) and effective fundraising activities are necessary to demonstrate the
organisation’s credibility to government and other funders. The global financial crisis
reached the non-profit sector in 2008 when the UK donations declined 11% in real
terms and the US fundraising income decreased 6.3% (National Council for Voluntary
Organisations 2010). As a consequence, competition for individual donors has increased
(Fleming & Tappin 2009).

1.2.3

Individual Donation Behaviour in Australia

Individual donors give in-kind or monetary gifts, where in-kind donation means
donation of goods that an organisation can use or sell. Monetary donations might be
cash gifts or ad-hoc donations, and ongoing donations, or regular scheduled giving. In
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regular scheduled giving donors sign up to support an organisation on a regular basis
that might be monthly, quarterly, biannually or annually, and the donations are deducted
automatically from the donors’ bank account or credit card (Lyons 2001; Sargeant,
Shang & Associates 2010).
The varieties of individual fundraising methods used by NPOs are numerous. They
might be telephone calls to the home, face-to-face door knocking appeal, face-to-face
approaches on streets or other public places, television advertisements or programs,
radio advertisements or programs, mail/letter box distribution including all direct
marketing, advertisements or fliers in magazines/newspapers including inserts, out of
home advertisements (outdoor billboards, shelters, back of buses and street furniture,
cinema

advertisement,

online

advertisements,

fundraising

via

social

media,

merchandising, raffles, lotteries and bingo, trivia nights parties, movie screening, events
such as fun runs and plastic duck races) (Lyons 2001; Department of Family and
Community Services 2005). NPOs also might build long-term relationships with
supporters in the hope of receiving a bequest (Lyons 2001).
There is also planned giving, which has been very successful amongst American
individual donors but not so popular in European countries. More than half the total of
individual donations in US is attributed to planned giving (Bennett & Sargeant 2005).
Although The Department of Family and Community Services (2005) mentions that the
majority of respondents supported a particular charity for five years or more and 48%
had made several donations, the donor behaviour in Australia towards this fundraising
technique is unknown. Planned giving in Australia tends to be more popular amongst
those donors over 65 years of age, those with university degrees and those in managerial
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and professional employment (Department of Family and Community Services 2005).
On the other hand, research conducted in the United Kingdom (UK) and the United
States (US) have found high attrition rates amongst young donors recruited in planned
giving programs (cf Sargeant & Hudson 2008, 2008).
1.3

Problem Orientation

As indicated above, many NPOs have a daily task to seek individual donations in
Australia’s increasingly competitive environment in order to survive. Therefore, it
becomes crucial for NPOs to understand how individual donors perceive Australia’s
Multiple-request Environment and then adapt their fundraising tactics and strategies
accordingly. This is especially so in the context of different generations, which may
allow the opportunity for better targeted campaigns.

1.3.1

The Emergence of a Multiple-request Environment

As already highlighted, it is difficult for individuals to avoid being approached by NPOs
seeking donations. Individuals are experiencing an increasing number of requests from
all different types of social marketing causes and non-profit organisations (NPOs).
This thesis addresses the following issues: What are individuals’ reactions to these
multiple approaches? Are citizens tired of helping others? Are people feeling worn out
by being asked to help others? There is little research evidence identifying donor
responses to multiple requests. This is the central focus of this thesis, an examination of
donors’ attitudes and actual donation behaviours in what are refered to here as a
“Multiple-request Environment”.
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1.3.2

Generational Effects on Individual Giving Behaviour

McCrindle (2009) argues that a useful way of looking at a population is through a
generational lens, where historical events such as war, catastrophes and shared life
experiences have impacted on human behaviour and, consequently, people who
experience similar events have been found to respond similarly to external stimuli.
Those who behave similarly have been categorised into ‘generation’ groups or age
cohorts. Each generation covers a period of approximately 20 years and although this
classification is accepted, there is no widespread agreement about the name and clear
definitions of these generations (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2009a; Kotler et al.
2010). This study is applying the generations’ names used by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (2006) and they are: The Oldest Generation: Born before 1926, who are now
aged 88 years old and older, The Lucky Generation: Born between 1926 and 46, who
are now aged between 68 and 87 years old, Baby Boomers born between 1946 and 64,
who are now aged between 50 and 68, Gen X: Born between 1965 and 79, who are now
aged between 35 and 49 years old, Gen Y: Born between 1980 and 94, who are now
aged between 20 and 35 years old, and Internet Generation or iGen: Born after 1994 ,
who are now aged 19 and younger.
There is limited research in this area, but overseas data shows it is a relevant approach.
It has been identified that different giving behaviour exists amongst donors from
different generations, whereby each generation has patterns of giving preferences that
are rooted in different sets of dynamics (Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana University
2010). These studies are mostly conducted in generational groups from The US and UK
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who experienced different events from the generational groups in Australia and
consequently they may behave differently.
This PhD specifically examines how individuals from the Baby Boomer Generation,
Generation X, Generation Y and the Internet Generation (iGen), perceive the current
Australian Multiple-request Environment, and how different generational groups
respond to these multiple requests for donations. Therefore, this is why generations
have been overlain on the existing model, to provide a broader explanation variable than
a unique individual approach.

1.4

The Purpose of this Research

The primary purpose of this investigation is to provide an understanding of the
Australian current Multiple-request Environment and the difference in behaviour of
individuals from different generational group. The following sections provide the details
including the motivation for this research, the research objectives and research
questions.

1.4.1

Motivation for the Research

The “birth” of this study is of a personal nature. It began in 2006 after the conclusion of
a research project entitled “Why and How Environmental Non-profit Organisations use
Volunteers Fundraisers and Professional Fundraisers” for my master’s degree at the
University of Technology, Sydney. The findings from that project were somewhat
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shocking as regards how aggressive some NPOs were in their search for money. The
use of professional fundraisers with aggressive fundraising strategies such as drift
netting individuals on the streets of large cities of Australia was a shock.. That study
uncovered the dark side and the cynical way in which some large environmental NPOs
were treating their valuable supporters. And a question was raised: How do individuals
feel about that?
I engaged myself in fundraising in public places as a professional fundraiser for a large
humanitarian multinational NPO. Initially, it was one of a few NPOs and was not
“aggressive” in public places. I did fundraise in public places for that NPO for four
years to learn how they work and I experienced many individuals’ reactions. I heard so
many comments from individuals on how aggressive most fundraisers from others
NPOs were and how friendly we were. I started reading about individual giving
behaviour and fundraising studies and the use of marketing strategies from the
commercial marketing and I concluded that it was the time to step deep in this world:
The PhD topic was born.

1.5

Research Objectives and Research Questions

This research aims to confirm the existence of a multiple request environment and
focuses on how individuals from different generational groups respond to multiple
approaches and whether or not they are suffering from a donation fatigue effect.
Fundraising has been the focus of numerous NPO’s studies, particularly on donor
behaviour and individual giving behaviour (Bennett & Ali-Choudhury 2009; Bennett &
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Sargeant 2005; Bennett 2005; Fleming & Tappin 2009; Grace & Griffin 2009; Sargeant
et al. 2010; Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007b). However, these studies have tended to focus
on the characteristics of givers, distinguishing donors from non-donors and profiling
high value donors and low value donors, and the motives for their support of NPOs
(Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007b). Consequently, little has been done to investigate the
factors that donors use to evaluate the charitable options available and the relationship
between these options and demographic, lifestyle, geo-demographic and behavioural
characteristics (cf Srnka, Grohs & Eckler 2003; Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007). Studies
are also needed to investigate the perceptions of forms of giving, particularly on planned
giving and committed or monthly giving (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).
Additionally, Australia’s NPOs have heavily relied upon fundraising studies conducted
overseas, particularly from the United States and United Kingdom to guide fundraising.
These studies have identified differences in giving behaviour where, for instance,
among others, Americans give approximately 2% of their household income and in UK
it is less than 1% and planned giving represents over 40% in the US, which is different
to the UN environment (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007). Therefore, there is a need to
conduct Australian research, which would allow a comparison of overseas findings in
order to understand Australians giving behaviour.

1.5.1

Research Objectives
1. To determine the donation behaviour of individuals in Australia from a
generational perspective, Baby Boomers Generation, Generation X,
Generation Y and Internet Generation.
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2. To determine the existence of a multiple request environment in Australia
and the resultant attitudinal and behavioural effects
3. To determine whether or not individuals are suffering from a “donation
fatigue effect”

1.5.2

Research Questions
1. Do individual donors from different generational groups in Australia
respond differently from each other?
2. Does a multiple-request environment exist in Australia?
3. Are those individuals suffering from donation fatigue?

1.6

Overview of the Research Methods

This research involves an empirical investigation into the giving behaviour of
individuals from different generational groups and their perceptions on the existence of
two phenomena, the “Multiple-request Environment” and “Donation Fatigue”.
According to Kumar (Kumar 2005, p.13), research is “classified as qualitative if the
purpose of the study is primarily to describe a situation, phenomenon, problem or
event” and exploration is the aim of the study, which is rich in new ideas and insights.
On the other hand, a study is classified as quantitative if the purpose is to quantify the
variation in a phenomenon, situation, problem or issue and therefore the information
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collected is predominately quantitative and the analysis aims to ascertain the magnitude
of the variation. Additionally, the study recommends researchers “not lock themselves
into becoming either solely a quantitative or solely qualitative researcher” (Kumar 2005,
p.13).
Therefore, to achieve the purpose of this research a mixed-method research design was
used, with standardised open-ended questions and a checklist. A total of 212 individuals
from the Baby Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet
Generation were interviewed.

1.7

Overview of Contributions

This thesis makes several points of contribution in relation to the individual giving
behaviour discipline, classified into three distinct set contributions: (1) contributions to
the literature, (2) contributions to Non-profit Marketing Practitioners and (3)
contributions to Public Policy. These will be discussed in the following section.

1.7.1

Contributions to the Non-profit Marketing Literature

As a major theoretical contribution, this thesis extends the Sargeant’s and Woodliffe’s
(2007) Giving Behaviour Model (a content model) by incorporating three new
constructs, which are: (1) Multiple-request Environment, (2) Request Fatigue and (3)
Generational Effects. This study explores the implications of these three additions in
Australia’s giving environment. The model developed as a result of this study is called a
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Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model. The implications of these three
constructs are important because they give another perspective on our knowledge
regarding individual giving behaviour in Australia.
The identification of the Request Fatigue phenomenon and the Request Fatigue
Conceptual Model is another major contribution of this thesis to the literature. Previous
studies suggested that the increasing number of NPOs competing for the donors’ dollars
leads to compassion fatigue because individuals feel uncomfortable with the number of
NPOs demanding their donations (cf. Balabanis, Stables & Phillips 1997; Polonsky,
Shelley & Voola 2002), additionally that the bombardment of individuals with images
and news on social issues including messages and fundraising appeals from NPOs
causes compassion fatigue, which would undermine fundraising activities (cf. Cameron
& Haanstra 2008). However, the concept of “compassion fatigue” was originally
established by Kinnick et al.(1996) and identified the phenomenon of desensitisation
and emotional burnout associated with interpersonal communication and media
coverage about social problems. Furthermore, Barnes (2006) identified similar
phenomenon and suggested the term “donor fatigue syndrome” and defined it as “an
ongoing situation in which individuals are solicited by a plethora of organisations again
and again”. Polonsky et al. (2002, p.77) moved even further and suggested that “giving
fatigue is a major potential problem for charities, especially as competition amongst
charities increases”. However, this thesis has actually identified that individuals are not
tired of being compassionate nor tired of giving money but they are tired of being
constantly asked and unhappy with the manner in which they have been asked for
money. Therefore, this thesis labels this phenomenon as “Request Fatigue” and presents
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a design for the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model, which describes how it originates
and its manifestations.
This study contributes to what is presently known about generation behaviour by
examining the generations giving behaviour in Australia. It gives evidence, for instance,
on the suggestion that the younger generation prefer online media (McCrindle &
Wolfinger 2009), because it identified that Gen Y and iGen participants prefer to be
approached by social network media and websites as opposed to Baby Boomers and
Gen X participants. Investigating the giving behaviour of Australia’s generations is
fundamental research and provides the real picture of the domestic giving environment,
instead of relying on studies from overseas. This study identified that different
generations prefer different types of charities. These findings complement Bennett’s
(2003) study on individuals’ preferences for different types of charities, because it
identified that some types of charities are more successful in their request for donations
from some generations than from other generations.

1.7.2

Contributions to Non-profit Marketing Practitioners

It is important for Non-profit marketing practitioners to understand that individuals are
suffering from Request Fatigue, which is caused by the Multiple-request Environment.
Practitioners need to understand these variables and their implications for the
individual’s giving behaviour because this can be vital to position their cause in the
right spot of the donor’s mind and for them to become competitive in Australia’s giving
landscape.
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In a Multiple-request Environment it is important that non-profit marketing practitioners
design appropriate fundraising campaigns. Those non-profit marketers need to develop
a deeper understanding of what triggers the individuals impulsive donation behaviour,
such as the importance of the “ask”, the link between “conspicuous donation behaviour”
and impulsive donation, the individual’s “helper’s high” phenomenon, and others.
Furthermore, charitable products related to natural disasters, triggers impulsive
donations, which is not prone to donation fatigue, as was stated in the Investors
Chronicle in 1991 (cited in Bennett & Kottasz 2000, p.353) and it also attracts first time
donors and spontaneous donations. Therefore, non-profit marketing practitioners who
are aware of the impact of these variables would be able to develop comprehensive
resource mobilisation plans to break through the noise of the Multiple-request
Environment.
The understanding of generational giving behaviour identified in this study will be an
important tool for those non-profit marketers. Marketers can segment their donor
market into generations and design appropriate campaigns for each generational group
and alternate the messages by generation.

1.7.3

Contributions to Non-profit Public Policy Regulators

The findings of this study would be valuable to the non-profit organisations regulators
as the sector evolves and constant changes are needed to be implemented. The
Productivity Commission (2010b), for instance, suggests a series of recommendations
including some related to fundraising regulation. It suggests that the Fundraising Acts
should be consistent throughout each state and territory to ensure effective “national
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campaigning”, because at the moment NPOs cannot standardise their fundraising
campaigns due to the fact that there is a difference in state legislation. The Productivity
Commission (2010b) recommends, amongst others: (1) a complete definition of
fundraising activities and (2) that these definitions encompass contemporary fundraising
activities, such as internet fundraising. Therefore, this study provides valuable
information to the regulators to implement the above recommendations.
Additionally, this study would be fundamental to Australia’s professional fundraising
peak body, the Fundraising Institute Australia (FIA). FIA has developed the Principles
and Standards of Fundraising Practice and makes sure that it is constantly updated.
Additionally, FIA also provide training and professional development throughout the
whole sector. The issues of privacy and intrusion concerns that emerged from the
Request Fatigue phenomenon, in particular on what causes annoyance, which are
invasion of privacy and fundraisers’ hard-selling approach, will be an important
resource to the FIA in upgrading its code of practices.
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1.8

Thesis Structure

The remaining thesis contains eight chapters, which are described in turn.

1.8.1

Chapter 2: Australia’s Competitive Giving Landscape

Chapter Two provides an analysis of Australia’s individual giving landscape and
establishes some comparisons between Australia, United States, Canada and United
Kingdom.

1.8.2

Chapter 3: Review of the Literature - The Evolution of Studies on
Individual Giving Behaviour within the Last Three Decades

Chapter Three discusses the phenomenon of individual giving behaviour from three
decades of research and in chronological order by examining prior models which have
added to knowledge regarding individual giving behaviour in the current giving
environment. The models examined are: the content models of Burnett and Wood
(1988), Guy and Patton (1989), and Bendapudi et al. (1996), as well as the first process
model by Sargeant (1999) and the content model of Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007).

1.8.3

Chapter 4: The Proposed Multiple Request Individual Giving Model

Chapter Four presents a reconceptualisation of the individual giving content model in
response to the current Multiple-request Environment and the notion that iGen, Gen Y,
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Gen X and Baby Boomers behave differently to each other when they receive multiple
donation requests. This is drawn from the literature review and anecdotal evidence.

1.8.4

Chapter 5: Methods and Achieved Sample

Chapter Five describes the methodology adopted for this thesis. The chapter begins by
providing a justification of a mixed-method research design, explains the use of openended interviews approach, discusses the data collection stage and presents the achieved
sample demographics.
1.8.5

Chapter 6: Results Part 1 - Understanding the Individual Giving
Behaviour: A Generational Perspective

Chapter Six reports the results of this research specifically those addressing Research
Objective 1: To determine the donation behaviour of individuals in Australia from a
generational perspective i.e., Baby Boomers Generation, Generation X, Generation Y
and Internet Generation.

1.8.6

Chapter 7: Results Part 2 - Donation Behaviour - Impulsive Versus
Budgeted

Chapter Seven reports Part 2 of the additional results of Research Objective 1: To
determine the donation behaviour of individuals in Australia from a generational
perspective i.e., Baby Boomers Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet
Generation, and explains their impulsive donation behaviour and budgeting behaviour.
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1.8.7

Chapter 8: Results Part 3 – Understanding the Multiple-request
Environment and Its Effects on Donors

Chapter Eight reports the results of Research Objective 2: To determine the existence of
a multiple request environment in Australia, and Research Objective 3: To determine
whether or not individuals are suffering from “donation fatigue effect”.
1.8.8

Chapter 9: Discussion and Conclusion

Chapter Nine concludes this thesis and reports the achievements of the three research
objectives, summarises the results, presents the new reconceptualised Dynamic
Multiple-request Individual Giving Model and the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model.
It explains the contributions of this thesis to the non-profit marketing literature, to the
non-profit marketing practitioners and to non-profit organisations regulators. It also
explains the limitations of the study and directions for future research.
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2 CHAPTER TWO: AUSTRALIA’S COMPETITIVE GIVING LANDSCAPE

2.1

Chapter Outline

The purpose of this chapter is to provide deeper understanding of the current giving
environment in Australia and critically analyses its effect on individual donors. It
explores the extent of fundraising efforts and the impact on donations and provides
detailed analysis on what we currently know about fundraising techniques. This chapter
describes Australia’s competitive giving landscape and establishes some comparisons
between Australia, United States, Canada and United Kingdom. It gives an overview of
the sector’s 15 years of growth, compares the NPOs media expenditure and identifies
some shifts over years, describes the most common fundraising methods used in
Australia and finally identifies studies on individual giving behaviour in Australia. This
is useful as it informs a major aspect of the new model, which is the Multiple-request
Individual Giving Model. Figure 2.1 shows the Chapter outline.
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Figure 2.1: Outline of Chapter 2

Chapter Outline
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Section 2.6

Conclusion
Section 2.7

23

2.2

A Strong Non-Profit Sector

The estimated 600,000 Australian’s NPOs have grown strongly and rapidly an average
of 7.7 per cent per year over the past 15 years. This growth was more than double the
real growth rate of the whole economy (3.1 per cent). This strong contribution was
generated thanks to the support of almost one third of the Australian population that
leveraged a workforce of nearly 6 million volunteers and employees, resulting in a steep
employment growth of 5.7 per cent per annum compared to 2.3 per cent per annum for
the whole economy (Productivity Commission 2010a).
In 2006-07, after a growth rate of 7.8 per cent per annum in the previous seven years,
the sector generated $41 billion gross value added (GVA), equivalent to 4.3 per cent of
total GVA, that is a measure of the contribution to the total gross domestic product
made by the sector. This contribution is comparable to the contribution made by the
wholesale trade sector ($48 billion), the transport and storage sector ($48 billion) and
the government administration and defence ($40 billion) (Productivity Commission
2010a). Thus, indicating that NPOs play a vital role in Australian society.
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Table 2.1: NPOs Growth Between 1999-2000 and 2006-07
Growth from 1999-2000 To 2006-07
Organisations

520,000

600,000

Contribution to GDP growth

Annual average rate of 7.7%, to $42.9 billion

Sector value added growth

Annual average rate of 7.8%, to $41 billion

% of total employment grew 25%

6.8%

8.5%

Value of volunteer time grew 64%

$8.9 billion

$14.6 billion

Total government funding on total
revenue (including contracted gov 30.2%
services)

33.2%

Individual giving grew 20%

10.3%

8.6%

Corporate philanthropy decreased
1.4%
16%

1.2%

Source: (Productivity Commission 2010b; Australian Bureau of Statistics 2009b, 2002)

2.3

The NPOs Media Expenditure

According to Narey (2007) the top 20 UK charity spenders on advertising increased
their investment by 129% between 1999 and 2006. Table 2.2 shows that in Australia,
between 2008 and 2010 there was an increase of 0.64% in total, where some media
increased considerably such as Regional TV 23.29%, Regional Newspapers, Radio
33.28%, Direct Mail 14.36% and Cinema 161.38%, on the other hand, the most
representative media decreased, Metropolitan TV down 7.82%, Metropolitan Press
down 9.13%, Magazines down 25.28% and Out of Home down 29.36%. It was noted
that media expenditure shifted from Metropolitan to Regional areas and this clearly
indicates that individuals in Regional areas might have experienced more NPO’s
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exposure than they previously had. While, at same time, individuals in large cities have
experienced being approached by “an abundance of face-to-face fundraisers” (Iskra
2009, p.4).

Table 2.2: Australia NPOs’ Media Expenditure – 2008/10
Media

2008

2009

2010

Total

Increase/decrease

Metro TV

$56,599

$56,011

$52,172

$164,782

-7.82%

Regional TV

$10,563

$7,572

$13,023

$31,158

23.29%

Metro Press

$33,571

$27,147

$30,505

$91,223

-9.13%

Regional Press

$5,170

$5,805

$6,502

$17,477

25.76%

Magazines

$12,900

$12,085

$9,639

$34,624

-25.28%

Radio

$8,766

$7,083

$11,683

$27,532

33.28%

Out of Home

$5,357

$3,555

$3,784

$12,696

-29.36%

Cinema

$1,336

$2,994

$3,492

$7,822

161.38%

Direct mail

$31,536

$30,153

$36,065

$97,754

14.36%

$165,798 $152,405 $166,865 $485,068

0.64%

Total

Source: The Nielsen Company (Renshaw 2011)

2.4

Individuals’ Contributions to the Sector

Australian donors give in-kind or monetary gifts and their time. In-kind donations mean
donations of goods that an organisation can use or sell. Monetary donations might be
cash gifts or ad-hoc donations, ongoing donations or regular giving (Lyons 2001).
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In the year to January 2005, 87% of adult Australians or 13.4 million people donated
$5.7 billion to the sector, where the average donation was $424 per annum per
individual and the median was $100 per annum per donor, half of all donations were
above this amount and half were below (Department of Family and Community
Services 2005). In 2006-07 NPOs had a workforce of 5.49 million people that was made
up of 890,000 paid workers and 4.6 million volunteer workers. It is estimated that the
volunteer workforce provided a contribution of over $14.6 billion of unpaid labour.
It is important to note that fundraising is the most popular of volunteers’ activities. On
average, 56% of the entire volunteer workforce reported performing fundraising tasks in
2000 (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2001) and 48% in 2006 (Australian Bureau of
Statistics 2007). Considering the strong increase of 64% on volunteer value between
1999-2000 and 2006-07 (Productivity Commission 2010a), it could be argued that there
has been a considerable increase in fundraising activity and requests for donations done
by volunteer fundraisers.
There have been strong indications that individuals have been found more generous,
donating higher amounts and also supporting multiple charities. Between 2003 and
2005 an ordinary Australian donor donated on average to 3.1 charities, where females
donated to 3.5 charities, individuals over 40 years and higher household income donated
to 3.4 charities, and four out of five individuals donated to a leading charity in Australia
(Balogh 2007). In the UK these figures indicate much lower support, where individual
donors donated to 1.9 charities in average in 2005/06 (National Council for Voluntary
Organisations 2006).
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Individuals have also reported being approached by more than one different fundraising
method, the most common fundraising methods applied by NPOs in Australia and
number of approaches is presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Number Approached for Donations by Different Methods
Fundraising Methods

% of Sample
Approached

Number of People
Approached

Telephoned at home

77.3

11,907

Television advertisement or program

69.3

10,670

Request through mail/letterbox

65.9

10,147

Approaches door knock appeal

61.1

9,408

Street or public place

59.8

9,204

Advertisements or fliers in
magazine/ newspaper

51.9

7,985

Source: (Department of Family and Community Services 2005, p.40 table 17).

Not surprisingly, studies have indicated a strong increase on individual donations in
Australia. According to the Productive Commission (2010a) it is confirmed that
individual donations had a very strong growth between 1992 and 2007. It is also
suggested that an increase on average of 8.3 per cent annually (Department of Family
and Community Services 2005), additional data from tax concessions, indicate that
individual giving increased by 6 per cent per year between 1992-93 and 2000-01 and by
11 per cent per annum from 2000-01 to 2006-07 (Productivity Commission 2010b).
Although there are many different sources, they all indicate a considerable increase in
individual giving.
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It has been pointed out that this increase in individual giving in Australia is likely to be
a result of the following factors: (1) the increasing size of the adult population, (2)
sustained economic prosperity, (3) the result of greater and positive publicity for giving,
(4) a larger number of NPOs seeking donations and (5) the use of more sophisticates
fundraising strategies (Department of Family and Community Services 2005)
Additionally, the greater and positive publicity for giving, the large number of NPOs
seeking for donations and the use of more sophisticated fundraising strategies might
have assisted individuals to form a positive attitude towards donation and consequently
propelled those individuals to donate to NPOs. As Schlegelmilch & Tynan (1989)
suggest the donation exchange process could be considered as having the characteristics
of a commodity, where the promotion of one NPO might encourage individuals to
support the entire sector (Schlegelmilch & Tynan 1989).

2.4.1

Individuals Contribution in Australia Compared to The United States and
Canada in terms of GDP

Donations from individuals represented 0.68% of Australia’s GDP compared to 1.6% in
US and 0.43% in Canada (Table 2.1). On the one hand, it could be argued that
regardless the size of those economies it may indicate that Australia’s NPOs have
considerable opportunities to improve their performance. On the other hand, however,
Lyons (1991) suggests, that lower participation of individuals’ support for charities is
lower because the stronger participation of government support reduces the perceived
need for individual donations and lowers community expectations towards giving (cited
in Polonsky, Shelley & Voola 2002, p.76).
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Table 2.4: Comparison of Giving as a Proportion of GDP in Australia, US and Canada
Australia (2004)

United States (2004)

Canada (2000)

0.68%

1.6%

0.46%

GDP

Source: (Department of Family and Community Services 2005)

2.5

Most Common Fundraising Methods Used in Australia

Individual donors in Australia are approached by a variety of fundraising methods and
the most common are:
Telephoned at home: this fundraising method has been used for two main
purposes, first to recruit new donors and second to develop existing donors, where
most large NPOs have their own call centre or eventually outsource to fundraising
agencies which are more commonly used by small and medium organisations
(Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). According to the Department of Family and
Community Services (2005) , 77.3% of people reported being approached by this
method where 77.8% dislike it and 10.6% are happy to be approached this way.
Face-to-face door knocking appeals: this method involved fundraisers going doorto-door requesting contributions from the public (Klein 2001a). In 2005 61.1% of
participants reported being approached by this method where 21.6% dislike it,
however, 55.3% like being approached by this method once it is done by identified
volunteers (Department of Family and Community Services 2005).
Face-to-face on streets or public places: this fundraising method is also called
direct dialogue and is considered a recent phenomenon, started in Europe in the
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1990s and has increased strongly and been very successful in persuading younger
individuals to support NPOs. On busy streets in metropolitan areas fundraisers
approach passers-by and engage them in conversation, where potential donors are
asked to support NPOs on regular basis that might be monthly, quarterly, biannually
or annually and the donations are deducted automatically from the donors’ bank
account or credit card (Lyons 2001; Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010). In
Australia, 59.8% of participants reported being approached by this method where
41.8% dislike it and 36.2% are happy with the approach (Department of Family and
Community Services 2005). Planned giving has been very successful amongst
American individual donors but not so popular in European countries. More than
half the total of individual donations in US is attributed to planned giving (Bennett
& Sargeant 2005). Although in Australia it is reported that in 2004, the majority of
individual donors supported a particular charity for five years or more and 48% had
made several donations (Department of Family and Community Services 2005),
little is known about how individual donors respond to this fundraising technique.
Planned giving in Australia tends to be more popular amongst those donors over 65
years of age, those with a university degree and those in managerial and professional
employment (Department of Family and Community Services 2005). On the other
hand, studies have indicated that the best response rate of this method is on younger
donors and it is recommended for individuals in their late 20s and early 30s, because
individuals in their twenties have higher attrition rates (Sargeant, Shang &
Associates 2010a)
Television advertisement or program including direct response television
(DRTV) is considered as one of the most immediate of all fundraising media where
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it can be evaluated within twenty-four to forty-eight hours of an advertisement being
aired. In the era of cable and satellite TV the advertisements can be highly targeted
(Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). Department of Family and Community
Services (2005) reported that 69.3 % of participants reported being approached by
this method where 16.4% dislike it and 38.6% are happy with the method.
Radio advertisement or program: studies in United States have indicated that
radio appeals rarely work well unless they are used as part of an integrated
campaign (Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). Interestingly, there is an increase
of 33% in radio expenditure in Australia between 2008 and 2010 (Renshaw 2011).
Request through mail/letterbox, includes all direct marketing material and it is
considered a common fundraising method used for donor recruitment and donor
development (Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). In Australia, 65.9% reported
being approached by this method where 32.7% dislike it and 31.8% are happy with
the approach (Department of Family and Community Services 2005), NPOs’
expenditure in direct mail increased 14% from 2008 to 2010 (Renshaw 2011).
Advertisements or fliers in magazine/ newspaper including inserts, this method
has become very expensive and few NPOs are able to use it for acquisition, unless
those campaigns are designed to recruit high-value and regular giving donors
(Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a). In Australia between 2008 and 2010 NPOs
expenditures in magazines decreased 25% and in metropolitan newspapers they
decreased 9.13%. However, regional newspapers had an increase of 25% in the
same period (Renshaw 2011). Moreover, in the year of 2004, 31% reported
receiving approaches using this method. While 15 % disliked it, 31% were happy
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being approached in this way (Department of Family and Community Services
2005).
Out of home advertisements are outdoor billboards, shelters, back of buses,
street furniture: Although in the US these methods are increasing and are
commonly used to raise awareness amongst the public instead of fundraising
directly (Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010a), in Australia the NPOs’ expenditures
using this method have decreased 29% from 2008 to 2010 (Renshaw 2011).
Cinema advertisement: it is not a common fundraising method and consequently
there is not much information available, however NPOs in Australia more than
doubled their expenditure in advertisement on cinemas, where it increased 161%
between 2008 and 2010 (Renshaw 2011).
Online advertisements have three main groups: (1) General Display Advertising
are Banners, sponsorships and the two sub-advertising types emails: (a) banners,
links or advertiser sponsorship that appear in email newsletters, email marketing, (b)
any other commercial email communication and video (TV like advertisements,
streaming video, gaming, music video content). The NPOs’ market share in this
method, amongst all other industries, increased considerably from 0.60%
participation in 2006 to 1.03% in 2009. (2) Classifieds Advertising are ads placed to
buy or sell an item or service, or to report an item of information. (3) Search and
Directories Advertising are those online directory or search engine listings (IAB
Australia & PriceWaterhouseCoopers 2010)
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Fundraising via social media: NPOs have not been exploring all social network
media opportunities available. A study of 275 NPOs’ Facebook pages found out that
only 13% of them use Facebook as a fundraising media (Waters & Lamm 2009).
Others: Merchandising, raffles and bingos, trivia night parties, movie screening,
etc. For instance, many fundraising methods involve selling merchandising and are
usually conducted by volunteers. They may donate the ingredients and prepare cakes
to be sold or raffled. The amount of fundraising activities conducted by small NPOs
varies and tends to be very creative (Lyons 2001).

2.6

Studies on Individual Giving Behaviour in Australia

There are few Australian specific studies on individual giving behaviour and these will
be discussed below.
As is evident from the previous pages, the most up to date and most important piece of
research is the Department of Family and Community Services (2005): Giving
Australia: Research on Philanthropy in Australia. For the first time in Australia “the
givers” (individual and business), “the recipients of giving” (non-profit organisations)
were scrutinised. The findings describe the characteristics of individual donors
including not just demographics characteristics but also attitudes towards charities and
fundraising techniques and important donation behaviour.
Another important piece of research was the Polonsky, Shelley and Voola (2002) study
using a qualitative research design, during which the Sargeant (1999) Model of
Individual Charity Giving Behaviour was applied for the first time in Australia. They
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applied the six categories of variables: Inputs, Perceptual, Determinants, Extrinsic,
Determinants, Intrinsic Determinants, Processing Determinants, and Outputs. Most of
the factors discussed in the Sargeant’s (1999) model were confirmed in Polonsky,
Shelley and Voola (2002). However, three main differences arose:

(1) there was

limited discussion in the focus groups on the Extrinsic Determinants variables, whether
or not age, gender, social class, income and geodemographic impact on giving
behaviour, (2) the perceived governmental support to charities appeared to significantly
influence individuals perceptions that charities need their support, (3) the Intrinsic
Determinants variables, where the impact of ‘need for self-esteem’, ‘guilt’, ‘pity’,
‘social justice’, ‘empathy’, ‘fear’ and ‘sympathy’ seem to have a different emphasis
compared to the literature. It is important to note that egoistic motivators appear to be
stronger motivating factors than altruistic motivators. Although these aspects might
indicate some differences between the literature and the Australian context, those
differences do actually indicate the need for further investigation when those findings
are not generalizable because of the research design. Additionally, the sample was
recruited from a specific charity and the participants did not represent the charity’s
actual demographic.
As can be seen we have very little up to date generalizable data in our knowledge in an
Australian context. This gap in our knowledge is one that the research presented in this
thesis hopes to address.
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2.7

Conclusion

This chapter provides an overview of the Australian competitive giving landscape. It
compares Australia’s landscape and the United States, Canada and United Kingdom.
The sector in Australia has 15 years growth, which might be a result of the sector
marketing strategies and media expenditure. The most common fundraising methods
used in Australia are described and the impacts on individuals are analysed. This
chapter identified and discussed studies on individuals giving behaviour in Australia. Its
purpose was to highlight the opportunities for further research and to provide a
background to individual donor behaviour and attitude towards giving. Its purpose was
to highlight the opportunity for further research and to provide a background to
individual donor behaviour and attitudes toward giving. The next Chapter discusses the
studies on individual giving behaviour in the past three decades.
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3 CHAPTER THREE: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE - THE EVOLUTION
OF STUDIES ON INDIVIDUAL GIVING BEHAVIOUR

3.1

Chapter Outline

This chapter discusses the phenomenon of individual giving behaviour by examining
three decades of various academic literature, which have added to our knowledge
regarding individual giving behaviour in the current giving environment. Five key
empirical studies set the research agenda for this period, which started in the 1980s.
These studies produced several giving models by drawing on theories from numerous
disciplines, from social sciences, economics, marketing, psychology and others. The
two seminal models are by Burnett and Wood (1988) and Guy and Patton (1989). The
1990s models were an evolution of these previous studies, where Bendapudi et al.
(1996) present a content model and Sargeant (1999) introduces the first process model
of individual giving behaviour. The 2000s model, which is Sargeant and Woodliffe
(2007) brings together all those previous studies, incorporates gaps in the literature and
makes important recommendations for research to address these gaps. The chapter ends
with a comparison between all five models. Figure 3.1 Shows the Outline of Chapter 3.
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Figure 3.1: Outline of Chapter 3.
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3.2

Three Decades of Evolution

Five main papers are the cornerstone of the individual giving behaviour and the
donation decision process studies. Therefore, they have shaped the research agenda and
direction of thought about individual giving behaviour. In chronological, order the
studies are as follow:
1. ‘A Proposed Model of the Donation Decision Process’ (Burnett & Wood 1988),
2. ‘The Marketing of Altruistic Causes: Understanding Why People Help’ (Guy &
Patton 1989)
3. ‘Enhancing Helping: An Integrative Framework for Promotion Planning’
(Bendapudi, Singh & Bendapudi 1996)
4. ‘Charitable Giving: Towards a Model of Donor Behaviour’ (Sargeant 1999),
5.

‘Gift Giving: an Interdisciplinary Review’ (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).

These papers provide a clear perspective on the evolution of individual giving behaviour
in three decades: the 80s, 90s and 2000s, and will be discussed in turn. They need to be
addressed if any comprehensive study is to be subsequently conducted.
Additionally, an extensive literature search was conducted to identify whether any of
the previous models of donors’ behaviour have been tested. The search was conducted
using the “cited by” tool from Google Scholar for each of the five main studies
including also two major literature reviews, which are Bennett & Sargeant (2005) and
Bekkers & Wiepking (2011). Bennett & Sargeant (2005) conducted a literature review
identifying the key themes of the non-profit literature and the study highlights the need
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to empirically test comprehensive models of donor behaviour. Bekkers & Wiepking
(2011) conducts a comprehensive literature review on charitable giving of more than
500 empirical studies for over 30 years and suggests that over this period there is
limited progress in the literature on philanthropy, probably due to the fact that “the
majority of articles we reviewed are not based on solid theoretical foundations”
(Bekkers & Wiepking 2011, pp.944–945). The study finally highlights that “there are no
theoretical models describing the mechanisms of solicitation, psychological rewards,
values, and efficacy” (Bekkers & Wiepking 2011, p.945) and the opportunity to develop
alternative models.
Therefore, the result of the literature search identified that only isolated variables of
these models were empirically tested (e.g. Sargeant, Ford & West 2000; Sargeant &
Woodliffe 2005; Sargeant, Ford & West 2006), with the exception of an Australian
focus group study, which tested the Sargeant’s (1999) process model (Polonsky, Shelley
& Voola 2002), and this study is discussed further in this section. Therefore, no
academic research has (to the best of the researcher’s knowledge) comprehensively
tested any of the above models of donor behaviour.

3.3

The 1980s Individual Giving Models

The reasons why and what makes people donate to charities has been a concern and the
focus of several studies in the past three decades in particular in the USA, the UK and
Australia (e.g. Amato 1985; Burnett & Wood 1988; Guy & Patton 1989; Sargeant
1999). However, few studies had attempted to develop an individual giving model.
Burnett’s and Wood’s (1988) seminal paper developed the first model of donation
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behaviour from a broad range of the literature from psychology, economics, clinics,
sociology, medicine, anthropology, marketing and education and is considered the
theoretical underpinning for most current studies on individual giving behaviour. Guy
and Patton (1989), on the other hand, developed a model not as complex as the one
designed in Burnett and Wood (1988), they developed the ‘helping decision process’
model and discussed the internal and external factors that impact on the process. These
two major studies are discussed in more details in the following sections.

3.3.1

Burnett’s & Wood’s (1988) Contribution

The Burnett’s and Wood’s (1988) model (Figure 3.2) is the first conceptual framework
on individual donation decision making. The study integrated in a holistic format a vast
amount of theoretical and empirical literature available at that time. The study is based
on the assumption that the “social exchange theory, symbolic interaction theory, equity
theory, resource exchange theory, and prosocial behaviour when combined with
empirically-based findings concerning giver characteristics and situational variables
provide insight into donation behaviour” (Burnett & Wood 1988, p.5) (Refer to Figure
3.3).
This seminal study, therefore, turned into the foundation for the 1990s giving behaviour
models and consequently the current giving models. What did it achieve? It looked at
“giver characteristics” in detail as an explanation of their motives and giving behaviour,
which informed this field of study.
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Because of the importance of Burnett’s and Wood’s (1988) work described above, the
following section will discuss in detail the key theories that were drawn upon by
Burnett and Wood (1988) to help our understanding of possible drivers of giving and
how it may be applicable to generational research.
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Figure 3.2: Donation Decision Model (Burnett & Wood 1988, pp.31, fig. 3)
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Figure 3.3: Literature Relevant to Donation Behaviour
(Burnett & Wood 1988, p.5 fig 1)
Theory
• social exchange theory,
• symbolic interaction
theory,
• equity theory,
• resource exchange
theory, and
• prosocial behaviour

Giver
• Characteristics

Donation
Behaviour

Situational
Variables

3.3.1.1 Social Exchange Theory
Social Exchange theory has been used in marketing (Kotler 2000), social marketing
(Hastings 2007) and also in the non-profit marketing (Sargeant, Shang & Associates
2010a) in order to understand consumer/donor behaviour. However, Burnett and Wood
(1988) provided a deeper analysis on how the theory can actually be linked to the
donation process in several points. Firstly, it is a human interaction occurring in terms
of exchanges among two or more participants and the items exchanged may include a
broad range of commodities, resources or skills. Secondly, participants aim to maximise
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rewards and minimise costs. However, there are limits for the rewards, and individuals
evaluate the rewards and costs in terms of standards and comparisons of what they feel
they deserve. When the outcomes are above the standards they are satisfied, however if
it is below the standards, individuals will seek for better alternatives.
Thirdly, it assumes that the exchanges are based on self-interest, and that people look
for partners who are able to interact in rewarding ways, and also that one side must be
able to provide rewards to be eligible to get them.
Fourthly, Burnett and Wood (1988) assume that all social interactions have similar
characteristics that include:
1. The parties in an exchange usually share some values or have mutual
interests.
2. The dyad will invariably contain instances of social influence by one or both
parties (e.g., promises, threats, flattery, and guilt).
3. Forces in the situation may constrain or shape the nature of the relationship
and its outcome (e.g., third parties, socio-economic restrictions).
4. The characteristics of the actors may affect the course of an exchange or
certain aspects of the relationship (e.g., individual needs, personality,
resources, etc.).
5. Normative variables may play a decisive role in dyadic relations (e.g., rules,
procedures, codes of conduct).
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6. Dyadic relations ebb and flow with the actions and purposive behaviour of
the parties.
7. The final outcome of a relationship is uncertain and depends on the offers,
counter offers, and mutual adjustments made by the parties in an ongoing
process of interpretation, evaluation, decision making, and exchange.
8. Reinforcement to re-engage in exchange is influenced by the scheduling of
reward and/or the length of deprivation of that same reward (Rubin 1973).
Considering that giving behaviour is a form of exchange behaviour, Burnett and Wood
(1988) then suggested some further research questions: How do the characteristics of
the giver affect the donation process and the outcome? What societal norms influence
the donation exchange?
On the other hand, it has been identified that two gaps exist in using exchange theory
for donation behaviour: How, exactly, do individuals come to define what a reward/cost
is? The other gap is how to deal with altruistic behaviour including those selfless acts?
Either exchange theory is wrong or the rewards are there, but not obvious (Burnett &
Wood 1988).
Analysing the generation giving behaviour from the social exchange theory perspective,
it could be assumed that once the characteristics of the actors may affect the course of
an exchange and that the exchanges are based in self-interest, individuals from different
generational groups may have different perception of the rewards and benefits part of
the exchange.
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3.3.1.2 Symbolic Interactionism
For the donor behaviour studies, symbolic interactionism may help to understand how
individuals acquire values and meaning that determine what is a reward or a cost.
Symbolic interaction focuses on the process of how individuals understand their world
and assumes that individuals interpret the action of others rather than simply reacting to
them. The individuals’ response is a function of the meaning attached to actions, which
is mediated by symbols. A person’s relation to physical reality is mediated by the
symbolic environment, where a symbol may be regarded as a stimulus with a learned
meaning and value (Solomon 1983).
According to Blumer (1986) symbolic interactionism is based on three pillars: first,
human beings act toward things on the basis of the meanings that the things have for
them, where things might be physical objects, other human beings, category of human
beings, institutions, and any situation that individuals face on a daily basis. Second, the
meaning of such things is derived from the social interaction between individuals.
Third, these meanings are handled in, and modified through, an interpretative process
used by the individuals in dealing with the things they encounter.
Therefore, individuals from different social classes, religious background and age
cohort may learn to value different commodities as rewarding. Similarly, costs may be
defined in a totally different way and depending upon the process of interaction (Burnett
& Wood 1988). This has implications for generational research as symbolic
interactionism may also help to understand the influence of generations (Baby Boomers,
Gen X, Gen Y and iGen) and cultural differences on individual giving behaviour.
According to Solomon (1983), there is a ‘consensus of meaning’ amongst individuals
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who experienced a similar process of socialisation and education. Therefore, those
individuals overlap their interpretation of symbolic and ascribed meanings. Individuals
who share a common symbol system may assume that his or her interpretation of reality
is reasonably consistent with the interpretations of others within the same symbol
system.

3.3.1.3 Equity Theory
In a multiple-request environment individuals may get distressed because of the number
of requests, the amount solicited or even the tone of the approach in a face-to-face
relationship, where the relationship may be perceived as inequitable and resulting in
punishment for being treated unfairly, when one would expect generational effect to
occur. Equity operates in a social climate, where usually there are social rewards for
treating others fairly and punishment for treating them unfairly. The importance of
equity theory to the study of donation behaviour lies in the concepts of distress and
sanctions and how these influence the process of exchange. By understanding the
relationship between rewards, costs, and distress in a donation situation, our
understanding of how to expedite and enhance donations can be improved. If an
individual gets involved in an inequitable relationship, the person becomes distressed
(Burnett & Wood 1988).
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3.3.1.4 Resource Exchange Theory
The significance of Resource Exchange Theory in the study of donation behaviour lies
in its ability to first, delineate the resources (rewards/costs) considered salient and,
second, link resources that are perceived as being similar and to use such knowledge to
enhance our understanding of the donation process (Burnett & Wood 1988, p.11). The
resource exchange theory is particularly relevant to understanding donors’ long term
commitment when they engage in planned giving (Drollinger 2010) and therefore
understand how to engage individuals from different generational groups into long term
giving commitments.

3.3.1.5 Prosocial Behaviour
In prosocial behaviour, individual’s actions are those that aim to improve the wellbeing
of a specific person, a group, a society as whole. The acts necessary to implement the
improvement may require some sacrifice, may involve some costs, time and efforts.
Piliaven et al. (1981) suggest that prosocial behaviour means a behaviour that is valued
by the individual’s society and consequently donating is an act that societies value (as
cited in Burnett & Wood 1988, p.3). There is a general agreement that donating is a type
of prosocial behaviour and it is suggested that donating, altruism and cooperation are
categories of prosocial behaviour (Burnett & Wood 1988).
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Burnett & Wood (1988) identified two research directions:
Developmental approach: attempts to explain that prosocial actions attributed to one
age group are transferable to other age groups and there is evidence that individuals
learn to give and it is an ongoing process throughout one’s life. This research direction
is explained by at least four theoretical frameworks: the sociobiological approach, the
psychoanalytic approach, the social learning approach and the cognitive development
approach.

The

developmental

approach

is

particularly

relevant

to

explain

intergenerational giving where adult children giving behaviour is found consistent with
their parents’ giving behaviour (Wilhelm et al. 2008). Therefore, one could argue that
generous Baby Boomers may transmit their generosity to their children, mostly
Generation Y.
Maintenance approach: attempts to explain how prosocial actions are maintained in a
society and how it is conducted. Under this direction is established the difference
between altruistic and self-serving prosocial behaviours. Individuals help because they
follow norms imposed intrinsically and extrinsically and there are three norms: the
norm of giving, the norm of social responsibility and the norm of reciprocity.
Burnett & Wood (1988) identified the following categories of prosocial behaviour: (1)
altruism, (2) sympathy, (3) cooperation, (4) helping, (5) aiding, and (6) donating. And
four major types of helping: (1) donating resources to individuals or organizations, (2)
sharing of one's own resources with others, (3) offering help to the needy, and (4) crisis
intervention. Similarities and differences between these categories had never been
empirically examined.

50

3.3.1.6 Burnett & Wood’s Model
Figure 3.2 shows the Donation Decision Model. Amongst several important
contributions, Burnett and Wood (1988) highlighted that the term ‘donation’ was not
properly defined and this lack of clarity was identified as one of the reasons of the
unclear donation process. According to the study, while donations seemed to be
occurring from prosocial behaviour and/or helping behavioural theories, within the
current context it appeared to differ from general helping behaviour in two aspects: (a)
the typical participant in the exchange, where the donor was an individual and the
recipient may be another individual, group or institution, (b) the characteristics of the
resources donated, where personal donation included the giving of resources that were
tangible and had some economic value including e.g. money assets and blood or body
parts. Therefore, the nature of the donation exchange and these two aspects distinguish
donation behaviour from other types of helping behaviour and bring it towards the
realm of consumer behaviour. Thus, donation was defined as an exchange between an
individual (donor) and another individual or group or institution, where the donor
donated tangible resources that had some economic value including money, assets and
blood or body parts (Burnett & Wood 1988).
Donation differed from the typical marketing exchange because the exchange asked
individuals to give something tangible with the promise of very little intangible return,
and also because it touches different sets of emotions and values, and generates feelings
of joy, guilt, improved self-esteem or denial. Burnett and Wood (1988) indicated that
the nature of the resource request might impact on the decision process and therefore
recommended investigations in this area.
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The authors’’ proposed model of the donation decision process consisted in three
primary components: ‘antecedent states’, ‘model dimensions’ and the ‘decision
process’. It was a one-time model and did not consider commitment or any ongoing
support. According to the authors, because the model encompassed several variables
involved within the giving decision process, for this reason it risked being too specific
and not generalizable and consequently not useful.
The ‘antecedent states’ “were inherent qualities that the individual brings into the
donation process” (Burnett & Wood 1988, p.29), such as ‘demographic traits’, ‘personal
traits’ and ‘situational factors’. It is important to note that one could conclude that
inclusion of ‘personal traits’ as ‘antecedent states’ is a strong indication that
psychographic characteristics would impact on giving behaviour.

The authors

highlighted that ‘situational factors’ (physical environment, temporal factors, social and
legal factors) are an area of great confusion. However, it is argued that there was
tangential evidences that these factors were relevant to donation behaviour.
The ‘Model dimension’ was another area largely untested (Burnett & Wood 1988). It
covered three main areas: ‘type’ (causes) of organisations, ‘nature of resource’ and
‘giving dyad’. Besides Craig, Deutscher and McCann (1977) (as cited in Burnett &
Wood 1988, p.30) investigation whether individuals who gave to different causes such
as religious groups, community organisations and political parties, had similar traits,
and regarding the impact that giving to one type of NPO had on giving to another type
of NPO, such as guide dogs and international aid, the findings were equivocal and the
giving situations were not clear. ‘Nature of resource’ meant whether the donation was
intangible (e.g., time, expertise, moral support and etc.), tangible (e.g., blood, body
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parts, money, land and etc.) or both. Finally, a donation could be an exchange between
individual and individual, individual and group, and individual and institution and this
was labelled as a ‘giving dyad’.
The ‘decision process’ begins assuming that the potential donor might be aware about
the need (implicit need), or might not be aware about the need (explicit need) and
consequently needed to be approached by an agent. Once the awareness was raised the
individual moved to a stage of attention, where the individual assesses whether the need
is valid or urgent and the individual’s ability to satisfy the need. This tends to be a
general screening stage and deals with pros and cons and this is a critical stage once the
need could be either accepted or rejected. Several factors impact to the obligation
salience stage of assessment: (a) societal norms, (b) personal norms, (c) the ‘assessed
seriousness’ factor which assess how serious the organisation is and also varies on how
the message was delivered either in person or by an intermediate medium, (d) the
compliance factor involved little risk and the process can stop at this stage, it involves
possible pain the individual may suffer or the risk of giving credit card details. After
completing the preliminary screening stages the individual may move to make a
decision to donate or not or to move to a more serious evaluation. At this stage
individuals assessed the perceived rewards (personal recognition, reciprocation, selfimage enhancement, societal compliance, material) and perceived costs (inconvenience,
physical suffering, failure), and the evaluative criteria are: inhibitory factors (resource
scarcity, disqualification, attitudes / experience), perceived control, request conditions,
situational factors, perceived equity and the recipient and/or agent. The following stage
is then the action of donating or not donating. And finally, the last stage, individuals
evaluate the outcome and how they feel about the result. As mentioned earlier, the
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process ended at this stage because the model did not consider subsequent donations or
any type of ongoing commitment.

3.3.1.7 Contributions of Burnett & Wood (1988)
The greatest contribution of the Burnett and Wood (1988) study has been, perhaps, the
way it reflected on the literature to construct the model and the numerous question
marks emerged and highlighted in the study. Some questions are addressed throughout
the review of the literature, but there are still many questions yet to be addressed.
Following this, some of these questions are highlighted:
1. Are there well-defined stages and do they correlate with particular behavioural
dimensions?
2. Do people consider internal factors more and external factors less as they
proceed through these stages?
3. Do these habits ever become rituals?
4. Why do people quit donating?
5. Do they ever start again, and why?
Within each of these five questions are a variety of secondary considerations.(Burnett &
Wood 1988, p.36)
6. When does a commitment to donate occur? Is commitment defined differently
depending upon the giving situation?
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7. Do situational variables operate on later donation occasions?
8. Do people employ more external factors as they reach the stage when not
donating appears a viable alternative?
9. Do people go through predictable cycles or give at predictable levels across
donation alternatives?
10. Do people consciously budget for donating?
The following section discusses the Guy & Patton (1989) model and highlights its
contributions to the literature.

3.3.2

Guy and Paton’s (1989) Contribution

Guy and Paton (1989) (Figure 3.4) targeted fundraising practitioners and consequently
designed a practical decision process model to be translated into their daily tasks. The
purpose of the study was to answer the following questions:
1. Why do people give? Why do people help others? What are the basic motivating
factors involved in such pro-social behaviour?
2. What is the decision process that individuals follow in deciding to give to
others?
3. What are the mitigating factors that may enhance or inhibit this helping
behaviour?
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4. How can an understanding of donor behaviour be applied in the development of
appropriate marketing techniques?

Figure 3.4: Helping Decision Process (Guy & Patton 1989, p.22 Fig. 1)
The Helping Decision Process And Potential Mitigating Factors

Helping Decision Process

External Mitigating Factors

Internal Mitigating Factors
Awareness of Another
Person in Need

1. Demographics
2. Personality Variables
3. Social Status

Interpretation
Situation

of

the

Recognition of Personal
Responsibility

4. Mood
5.
Knowledge,
Resources

Ability,

6. Previous Experience

Perception of Ability /
Competence to Help

Implementation of
Helping Action

1. Nature of the Appeal for
Help
• Ambiguity/ Consequences
• Urgency/Immediacy
• Accountability / Uniqueness

2. Other People Involved:
• person (s) in need of help
• person(s) requesting help
• Other Helpers/ Givers
• "Bystanders"

3. Availability of Alternative
Courses of Action
4. Environmental Factors

Guy and Patton (1989) concluded that individuals actually help others just because they
have an intrinsic need to help others, which was indicated to be the strongest reason for
why people help. Interestingly, the study identified that external rewards actually inhibit
instead of encouraging the helping behaviour. Therefore, external rewards such as tax
advantages, status and social acceptance were considered questionable motivators to
encourage individuals to donate.
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Based on these assumptions Guy and Patton (1989) criticised marketing scholars who
had recommended a marketing approach to raise funds. Quoting Wiebe (1951, p.679)
that ‘you can't sell brotherhood like you sell soap’, Guy and Patton(1989) argued that
‘altruistic cause organisations’ should actually adopt a new marketing perspective and
learn their donor’s behaviour rather than just apply commercial marketing techniques
normally used to sell goods. Supported by theories on altruism and helping behaviour,
the study suggested that the decision-making process on donor behaviour (Figure 3.4)
was consequently different from the recognised decision-making process on consumer
behaviour. Therefore the proposed Helping Decision Process model (Figure 3.4) had the
following five steps and sequence, starting from:
1. The Awareness of Another Person in Need: The awareness that someone
needs help triggers the process, and the process could be trigged by, for
example, a person crying for help or a fundraiser’s request,
2. The Interpretation of the Situation: at this stage individuals seek an
understanding of the intensity and the urgency of the need and the behaviour of
others also aware of the situation. Besides the fact that the prior stage triggers
the process, the remainding stages rely on this step to continue.
3. The Recognition of Personal Responsibility: at this stage the potential helper
is recognised as the one who must act to help. However, the process could stop
at this stage whether the potential helper could adopt the attitude of ‘it is not my
problem’ or assume that someone else would help,
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4. The Perception of Ability or Competence To Help: This stage was the
assessment relationship between the desire to help and the ability to help,
whether the potential helper had the resources and competency to help,
5. The Implementation of Helping Action: At this stage is where the helping
behaviour takes place and may be enhanced or inhibited by the environment.
This organic decision-making process operated within an environment influenced by
internal and external mitigating factors. The process model considered that internal and
external factors might impact in any step of the process and inhibit or enhance the
potential helper progress throughout the stages of the decision process. The internal
mitigating factors are:
Demographics: amongst social class, gender and geography. Interestingly, for the first
time a generational group and not just age group was mentioned in a giving behaviour
study. It suggested that young baby boomers, aged between 25 and 44 years old, in 80s,
were more willing to spend their spare money on consumer goods rather than giving to
charities, this finding came from a study conducted by a partnership between the
Rockefeller Foundation and Yankelovich, Skelly and White in 1984 investigating
individual giving behaviour (Simpson 1986).
Personality Variables: it was identified that self-confident, ‘we-oriented’ people and
those who focus on other people and value internal/intrinsic rewards, tend to donate
more than those people who are self-centred and value external rewards.
Social Status: individuals who hold high status and professionals tended to help more
than those who hold less status.
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Mood: individuals in a good mood tended to donate more than individuals in a bad
mood. However, when individuals were shown that helping others could relieve the bad
mood, the donation was likely to occur.
Knowledge, Ability and Resources: individuals helped others only when they knew
what to do, they were aware of their skills and the relative abundance of resources and
relationship to the capabilities of other potential helpers. If there was a perceived
abundance of resources and more capable potential helpers, the initial potential helper
would not help.
Previous Experience: individuals who had donated or volunteered to an ‘altruistic
cause organisation’ were more likely to donate than those who had not. However, if the
helper noted that the gift did not help the needy as it was expected, the help might not
be repeated.
The External Mitigating Factors were meant to have stronger influence on helping
behaviour than the internal mitigating factors or personal characteristics of an
individual. Most of them were seen to be controllable by the marketer and
recommended to be analysed. They were:
Nature of The Appeal for Help: this is the actual request and it suggested several
strategies to request funds: these impact on how to write an appeal, to whom or also
strategies in a face-to-face solicitation.
Other People Involved: this is considered the strongest external factor influencing on
helping behaviour. The study suggested how other people influenced the individual
helping behaviour: (a) the needy person’s similarity or not to the potential helper, (b)
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the needy’s status quo, (c) the solicitors behaviour and appearance, (d) ‘uninvolved
bystander’ or an individual who impulsively decided to donate more or less amount, (e)
the amount of people at the that moment. Attractive people were more likely to be
helped than unattractive. If the needy had, to some extent, responsibility for the
situation, the help was unlikely to happen. Donations were more likely to be given to
well-dressed solicitors who hold high status and generated a good mood.
Availability of Alternative Course of Action: individuals tended to help only if there
were an alternative course of action and if their action will indeed help. The help might
also happen even if the potential donor does not feel capable to help, once an
intermediary organisation could provide help more effectively.
Environmental Factors: it is suggested that environmental factors at the moment of
the event tend to enhance or inhibit the helping behaviour. The help would only occur if
the individual felt motivated to overcome barriers such as weather, time, distance, etc.
Surprisingly, besides the fact that these external factors were said to exercise the
strongest influence on donor behaviour, they were not part of the actual process, the
study instead suggested that they might or might not influence.
Guy and Patton (1989) developed the first decision process model, which highlights the
steps individuals have to go through in their giving decision process, which are
“awareness of another person in need”, “interpretation of the situation”, “recognition of
personal

responsibility”,

“perception

of

ability/competence

to

help”

and

“implementation of helping action”. Additionally, another important contribution is
that the study highlights the differences between the decision making process involving
donor behaviour and the decision making process involving consumer behaviour, and
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recommends the development of specific marketing mix that matches the need of
individual giving behaviour. Therefore, one could assume that perhaps, it was the first
move towards not-for-profit marketing as a discipline.

3.4

The 1990s Individual Giving Models

The 1990s were marked with two more important studies, the Bendapudi et al.(1996)
content model is another comprehensive study and was based on the shortcomings of
the studies published in the previous decade. Additionally the decade produced the first
process model, which is the study by Sargeant (1999).

3.4.1

Bendapudi, Singh, & Bendapudi’s (1996) Contribution

Bendapudi et al (1996) developed the Process Map of People's Helping Decisions. The
work resulted from the integration of the following disciplines: economics (agency
theory, strategic altruism), sociology (normative influences, social comparison) and
psychology (social impact theory and reactant theory). The Conceptual Framework of
Helping Behaviour (Figure 3.5) synthesises insights from these later disciplines on
antecedents, moderators, behaviour and consequences.
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Figure 3.5: Conceptual Framework of People’s Helping Behaviour Towards Charities
(Bendapudi, Singh & Bendapudi 1996, p.38 Fig. 1)
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Figure 3.6: Process Map of People’s Helping Decisions (Bendapudi, Singh &
Bendapudi 1996, p.39 Fig. 2)

63

Bendapudi et al (1996) recognised the contributions of Burnett & Wood (1988) and Guy
and Patton (1989) and extended these studies in the following directions:
Donors’ motivations or why people help: both early studies suggested that this was a
key issue and that there are diverse motivations that may affect the people helping
decision process.
The agent representing the recipient: this incorporated NPOs into the process as “the
agent representing the recipient” addressing the Burnett & Wood (1988, p.35)
recommendations “we know nothing about the relative impact of the agent representing
the recipient”.
Integrating donors’ motivations and the organisational context: consequently, the
study presented testable propositions.
They described the donation process as a flowchart format with many possible junctures
in each step, and this strategy made the process into an organic and very dynamic model
where the potential donor behaviour could take different routes according to their
behaviour, and consequently each route indicated a different group of donors, with an
indication of possible donor’s segments (Figure 3.6). This is an insightful approach on
how a donor decision tree should be constructed.
The process is made by clustering (segmenting) motivating factors into two major
groups, egoistic motivators and altruistic motivators. Several propositions were
presented for each cluster. This is probably the early stages of a possible discussion on
psychographic segmentation and consequently an enormous contribution for the coming
studies.
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The study presented important recommendations for future research: (1) longitudinal
studies on the consequences of helping behaviour, (2) extending the study into charities
that deal with multiple causes, because their study identified different help behaviour
towards specific causes and it is unknown what the helping behaviour towards multiplecauses organisations might be and (3) investigating whether the differences between
charities, such as familiar and well-known organisations versus less familiar and less
well-known organisations will enable similar fundraising techniques to apply.
Bendapudi et al. (1996) develops a comprehensive “helping decision process” model
(Figure 3.6) based on research in different disciplines and presents several testable
propositions for further research. This study identified two main motives for giving,
which are “altruistic motives” and “egoistic motives”. Therefore, one could argue
whether individuals from different generational groups would be driven to donate for
different motives, e.g. Boomers would be driven by altruistic motives, while Generation
Y would be driven by egoistic motives.

3.4.2

Sargeant’s (1999) Contribution

Sargeant (1999) attempted to fill the gaps in the literature from these previous studies
and designed a process model of Individual Charity Giving Behaviour (Figure 3.7),
consolidating literature from marketing, economics, psychology, sociology and
anthropology. Sargeant (1999) drew from both Burnett & Wood (1988) and Guy and
Patton (1989). Using the two studies, both highly developed and founded on a broad
body of literature, Sargent was able to identify several gaps in these models, and
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therefore, added the following variables into its proposed ‘Model of Individual Charity
Giving Behaviour’:
Processing Determinants: this discusses the manner in which the giving decision is
processed by potential donors using past experience and judgmental criteria.
Inputs: this discusses the variables that trigger the process and these variables are
charity appeals, branding, facts/images and mode of ask.
Outputs: while in the previous models the possible outputs were just donate or not
donate, it is suggested that it should be relevant to consider outputs such as gifts of cash,
gifts of time, gifts in kind, size of gift and loyalty.
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Figure 3.7:Model of Individual Charity Giving Behaviour (Sargeant 1999, p.218 Fig. 1)

The model starts with the ‘inputs’ made by NPOs on potential donors, which could be
charity appeals, branding, facts/image and modes of ask. In the 90s, NPOs had a more
active role in the giving process whilst in the 80s the process was trigged by passive
roles considering an ‘implicit’ or ‘explicit awareness’ of the potential donor.
And whatever the ‘input’ to the individual is, it will impact on the individuals’
“perceptual reaction” to the message that had been sent by NPOs. The “perceptual
reactions” would vary according to: (1) how the charitable products are portrayed; (2) if
the message sent to the potential donor ‘fits with desired self-image’; (3) the strength of
the stimulus: suggesting that the stronger the stimulus the easier it will be for NPOs to
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cut through what Schmittlein and Peterson in 1996 (cited in Sargeant 1999, p.221) refer
to as the “deluge” of requests for donations; (4) the “perceptual noise”: it is important to
note that, for the first time, it is suggested that the increasing number of charities and
charity appeals would create a “perceptual noise” where donors become confused and
consequently impacting on donor behaviour. Perhaps this “deluge” of requests for
donations was the early identification of what is now called in this thesis, a multiplerequest environment.
The following step was the ‘processing determinants’, which was the impact on
individual’s decision to select between all charitable alternatives available. There were
two main categories of variables that could impact on how the decision to give was
processed: (1) ‘donor’s past experience’ with a particular organisation or simply with
the act of donating in general; (2) ‘judgemental criteria’ that the potential donor might
use to assess a NPO to support. Additionally, Sargeant (1999) highlights that neither
Burnett and Wood (1988) nor Guy & Patton (1989) address the “processing
determinants” variable.
Similar to the Guy and Patton (1989) ‘mitigating factors’, Sargeant’s (1999) model was
impacted by ‘intrinsic determinants’ and ‘extrinsic determinants’, where the ‘intrinsic
determinants’ were those that address the underlying reasons an individual choose to
support a particular NPO such as ‘need for self-esteem’, ‘guilt’, ‘pity’, ‘social justice’,
‘empathy’, ‘fear’, and ‘sympathy’. And the ‘extrinsic determinants’ were the donors
demographics such as age, gender, social class, income and geodemographic.
The process model then ends with the ‘outputs’ which differed significantly from the
previous models. Whilst the outputs in the Burnett and Patton (1988) were just ‘give’ or
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‘reject’, the Sargeant’s (1999) model incorporated several options of ‘outputs’ such as
‘monetary donations’, ‘gifts of time’, ‘gifts in kind’, ‘size of the gift’ and ‘loyalty’. It is
important to note that besides the fact that Sargeant’s model was more focused on
giving money in particularly, one of the possible outputs was also ‘gifts of time’.
Another important aspect on the Sargeant’s (1999) model that differs from the previous
models was ‘loyalty’, where ‘committed givers’ would make ongoing donations and
‘uncommitted givers’ would make ad hoc donations.
The study provided also important contribution by recommending further research to
test the proposed model and the nature of the relationships between the variables
identified.
Sargeant (1999) highlights that the decision process to donate may require a low level
of involvement or a high level of involvement. An ad hoc street collection, for instance,
requires a low level of involvement which may derive from social conditioning, whilst
the decision to join in a long-term commitment to a planned giving program with high
level involvement may derive more from high degree of cognitive processing and
consequently studies on cognitive model of giving would be highly recommended. The
study finally suggested more research in the following areas and their relationships:
donor loyalty (planned giving), the size of gifts and donor life time value.
Perhaps, the greatest outcome from Sargeant’s (1999) contribution is that it narrowed
the gap between the disciplines, social sciences and marketing, used in the previous
studies, and brought the individual giving behaviour closer to a new discipline and its
distinct area of study and no longer a hybrid of marketing and social sciences. Perhaps,
it was the early move towards the not-for-profit marketing. As a consequence,
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Sargeant’s (1999) ‘Model of Individual Charity Giving Behaviour’ has become one of
the most cited works amongst giving behaviour studies and is probably the landmark of
all other giving behaviour models.

3.4.2.1 An Australian Focus Group Study Tested Sargeant (1999)
An Australian focus group study on one NPO, presented in Polonky et al. (2002), tested
all variables of the Sargeant (1999) model, which are the “inputs”, “perceptual
reactions”, “extrinsic determinants”, “intrinsic determinants” and “outputs”. Although
the study suggests signs of compassion fatigue, it also indicates that individuals may be
allocating the same amount of money to a larger number of NPOs. Another interesting
aspect that emerged from this study is the indication that individuals tend to be more
motivated to donate due to egoistic reasons than altruistic reasons. According to
Polonsky et al. (2002) donors tend to decrease their support because they perceive that
the government support to Australians NPOs is high. This donor behaviour described in
Polonsky et al. (2002) was later suggested in Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007) as
“crowding out” effect, which means that government contributions discourage private
contributions (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).
To conclude, this section discussed the two main studies from the 90s decade that
contribute to our knowledge on individuals giving behaviour. The Bendapudi et al.
(1996) model provides a comprehensive review of the literature and develops “a process
map of people’s helping decisions” and it suggests several important areas of research.
The Sargeant (1999) model addresses the shortcomings pointed out in the previous
studies and
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provides a more practical perspective of the donor decision process,

bringing the discussion closer to, what is currently called, not-for-profit marketing, and
therefore, became one of the most cited papers in this field of study.

3.5

The Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007) Model

Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007), based on existing literature and extending the Sargeant
(1999) model, developed an up to date and the most comprehensive content model of
giving behaviour (Figure 3.8). According to Sargeant et al. (2010b, p.93), this content
model presents “the complex psychological process that individuals go through in
deciding whether or not to offer a donation” and describes the social influences on
individual giving behaviour. The paper recognised the previous studies, in particular the
work developed by Burnett & Wood (1988), Guy & Patton (1989), and specifically
Bendapudi et al (1996), which is regarded as seminal. The proposed model is an
amalgamation of the previous models and addressed the shortcomings by incorporating
the following:
1. Processing determinants, which are the factors that donors use to evaluate the
charitable alternatives.
2. The aspects of organisational performance and the impact on subsequent
donations
3. The extent of individual characteristics that had not been explored
4. Feedback from non-profit to donors and its impact on further donations
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Apart from providing a comprehensive individual giving model, the study suggested
more research in the following areas:
1. Investigate the factors that drive individuals to give through different
fundraising media
2. Research new fundraising audiences once younger households were less likely
to support non-profit
3. Investigate the factors to increase donors lifetime and consequently reduce
attrition rates.
4. Apply previous empirical studies in different countries as it has been found
there have been different results from different fundraising techniques.
5. Donors’ perceptions of different forms of giving such as planned giving.
Each of the nine dimensions of the model is described in the following sections and
discussed in turn.

3.5.1

Sources

The model starts by analysing the impact of the ‘sources’ on fundraising solicitation. It
discussed the impact of branding, reputation and awareness, media, modes of ask, seed
money and refunds and their relationship to the next stage, ‘Perceptual Reaction’.
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Figure 3.8: Giving Behaviour Model (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007, p.278 Fig. 1)
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3.5.2

Outputs

Feedbacks
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Perceptual Reaction

Whatever source that a solicitation may eventually take, the donors’ perceptual reaction
is impacted by a number of variables, they are: portrayal, fit with self and perceived
norms, and they are discussed in turn:

3.5.2.1 Portrayal
It is suggested that the manner in which the charitable product is depicted in charity
appeals impacts on the donors’ response, where excessive needs decrease compliance,
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for instance, distressing pictures or an “excessive need” create barriers to the donors
response.
The level of perceived dependency impacts on donors’ response, where the donors’
compliance decreases when the need is perceived permanent and vice versa. Positive
depictions of the charitable product engender positive attitudes from donors. Finally, it
is suggested that those charitable beneficiaries who may be responsible for their own
condition decrease donors’ likelihood to support (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).

3.5.2.2 Fit with desired self-image
A perceived similarity between donors and the charity beneficiary increases donors’
response to the fundraising request. Additionally, those solicitations that describe
donors as generous obtains higher response rate (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007)
3.5.2.3 Perceived norms
Sargeant and Woodlife (2007) found evidences that donors tend to behave according to
the norms of the group to which they belong or wish to belong. This would be an
indication that individuals from the same generational group would have similar beliefs
and norms towards giving and therefore respond similarly to a stimulus and
consequently behave similarly.
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3.5.3

Processing determinants

This dimension considers two key variables that may impact on how the individuals’
giving decision is processed: the criteria that the individual might use to evaluate a
potential organisation to support and the donors’ experience of any past giving.

3.5.3.1 Judgmental Criteria
It has been suggested that the degree of perceived utility, either material or emotional,
impact on donor behaviour. Therefore, the higher perceived utility the higher levels of
support. The higher perception of efficiency, effectiveness and professionalism, impact
positively on donor behaviour in US and inversely in UK.

3.5.3.2 Donors’ past experience
It has been suggested that once an individual starts to donate it is more likely that given
donor will donate again in the future. Additionally, the higher level of satisfaction
experienced by donors in past donations, the higher is the donors’ retention rate.
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3.5.4

External Influences

3.5.4.1 Models / Experience
Role models such as parents and family giving behaviour influence donor behaviour, in
particular in circumstances involving social ambiguity or the when the giving behaviour
is not common.

3.5.4.2 Communities of Participation
Donors are influenced by community of participation and are likely to give support.
However, it is difficult to sustain when the given community ends.

3.5.4.3 Public Policy Contribution and Crowding Out
It is suggested that government contributions to non-profit organisations discourage
individuals’ support.

3.5.5

Individual Characteristics

3.5.5.1 Demographic
Giving behaviour varies by age, gender and socio-economic group.
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3.5.5.2 Lifestyle / Geo-demographic
Lifestyle and geo-demographic variables may be used to identify donors, non-donors
and high value donors. Additionally, there is a relationship between donor lifestyle to
the NPO’s category of cause.

3.5.6

Motives

There are several intrinsic motives which drive individuals to give: altruism and selfinterest, empathy, sympathy, fear/pity/guilt, social justice, prestige and making a
difference and tax. Each of them will be discussed further.

3.5.6.1 Altruism and self-interest
Individuals may be motivated by emotional or material utility where donors may seek
for some type of emotional or material benefit and also as a pure altruism.

3.5.6.2 Empathy
Individuals can be motivated to donate by empathy for the beneficiaries. The higher the
empathy to the beneficiary, the higher is the support to the NPO.
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3.5.6.3 Sympathy
The degree of sympathy from the fundraising appeal may increase the propensity to
donate and or the level of support.

3.5.6.4 Fear / pity / guilt
Fear, pity and guilt have been found associated with the individuals’ intention to give
and the higher level of compliance related to higher levels of these factors. However, if
some of these factors are presented too high, it consequently may become personally
distressing for the donors and have a negative impact.

3.5.6.5 Social Justice
Individuals can be motivated by a need for social justice. The donors’ responses tend to
be higher when the need is likely to be short and also when the beneficiaries cannot be
blamed for the origin of their need (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007)

3.5.6.6 Prestige and ‘making a difference’
It is suggested that some donors may be motivated by the prestige that the organisation
may offer in particular to younger donors. Moreover, organisations perceived as having
the greatest impact tend to attract more donors (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007)
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3.5.6.7 Tax
There is a direct relationship between taxation level and intention to donate where a
change in the level of taxation may result in a proportional change in the level of giving
(Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007)

3.5.7

Inhibitors

There are some factors that may inhibit the individuals’ intention to donate: lack of
money, time, risk to individual’s ego and doubts over the worthiness of the cause

3.5.8

Feedback

After having made a donation donors expect be thanked by the organisation/fundraiser.
It is suggested that the following might be components of the feedback:

3.5.8.1 Labelling
Positive labelling is positively associated with subsequent donations once it is
recognised as being legitimate labelling.
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3.5.8.2 Recognition / rewards
The individuals’ perception of a legitimate recognition they receive impacts positively
in subsequent donations (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).

3.5.9

Outputs

The possible outputs may be related to the size of the gift, gifts of cash and ongoing
direct debt.

3.6

A Comprehensive Model

Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) is the currently most comprehensive individual giving
study. This chapter has reviewed the most important studies in the 30-year literature on
giving behaviour: Burnett & Wood (1988), Guy & Patton (1989), Bendapudi et al
(1996) and Sargeant (1999). Each of these models incorporated a range of different
variables to the proposed “Giving Behaviour Model”. The table 3.1 explains the range
of variables that the models cover compared to the previous studies. Figure 3.9 shows
the amalgamations of the most important studies. Therefore, it was concluded that
Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) model was the most appropriate content model to learn
from and incorporate new proposed variables discussed in this thesis.
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Figure 3.9: The Amalgamation of the Most Relevant Studies
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Table 3.1: A Comparison Amongst Individual Giving Behaviour Studies in 3 decades
Burnett
& Wood
(1988)

Guy &
Patton
(1989)

Bendapudi
et al (1996)

Sargeant
(1999)

Input/Sources







Perceptual Reaction







Models’
Dimensions


Studies


Processing Determinants
External Influences





Individual Characteristics /
Extrinsic Determinants





Motives
Intrinsic Determinants





Inhibitors



Outputs



Feedback
* Empirical studies
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(Sargeant,
Ford &
West 2000)
*

(Sargeant,
Ford &
West 2006)
*

Polonsky et
al. (2002)*

Sargeant &
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(2007)



















































3.7

Conclusion

This Chapter provides an historical and chronological trajectory through the evolution
of the individual giving studies. The first major step in the 1980s was made by Burnett
and Wood (1988), one of the most comprehensive study on giving behaviour and Guy
and Patton (1989). Then the 1990s, where Bendapudi, Singh and Bendapudi(1996)
presented another comprehensive study and then Sargeant (1999) the first process
model and one of the most cited studies. Finally, Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) bring
together all that has been learnt and incorporate several important improvements. The
chapter ends by highlighting the variables on giving behaviour that the literature had
uncovered in these three decades. Chapter 4 presents a reconceptualisation of the
individual giving model, which includes the Multiple-request Environment, Donation
Fatigue and the impact of generations.
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4 CHAPTER FOUR: THE PROPOSED MULTIPLE REQUEST INDIVIDUAL
GIVING MODEL

4.1

Chapter Outline

This chapter presents a reconceptualisation of the individual giving model in response
to the identified current Multiple-request and the notion that iGen, Gen Y, Gen X and
Baby Boomers behave differently to each other when they receive multiple donation
requests. It justifies why Sargeant’s & Woodliffe’s model is the most appropriate model
to incorporate the new variables. It introduces the proposed reconceptualised model
which incorporates three new variables: (1) Multiple-request Environment, (2)
Generational effect and (3) Donation Fatigue Effect. Finally, the chapter discusses how
Generational Effect impacts on donor behaviour and discusses some possible donor
behaviours. These variables are further tested by interviewing individuals in Australia
from each of the listed generational groups. Figure 4.1 shows the Chapter outline.
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Figure 4.1: Outline of Chapter 4.

Chapter Outline
Section 4.1

Reconceptualising Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007) Model - Justification
Section 4.2

The proposed Multiple-request Individual Giving Model
Section 4.3

Conclusion
Section 4.4
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4.2

Reconceptualising Sargent’s & Woodliffe’s (2007) Giving Behaviour Model Justification

On the basis of the review of the literature, the evolution of the individual giving
behaviour was discussed and it was identified that the most important giving models up
to date are Burnett & Wood (1988), Guy & Patton (1989), Sargeant (1999) and Sargeant
& Woodliffe (2007). Apart from the Sargeant (1999) model, which was tested in a focus
group study in Australia in Polonsky et al. (2002), all the remaining models are yet to be
empirically tested. Therefore, it was concluded that the Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007)
study provides the most comprehensive and consequently appropriate model to
incorporate these proposed variables, discussed in the previous chapters (see Table 4.1):
(1) Multiple-request Environment,
(2) Generations as an additional set of individual characteristics,
(3) Donation Fatigue Effect (DFE) as an additional perceptual reaction key variable,
(4) Provide an Australian perspective.
It is beyond the scope of this thesis to test all dimensions of this model due to its
complexity. As Sargeant et al. (2010b, p.93) highlights, this content model “presents
sequentially the complex psychological processes that individuals go through in
deciding whether or not to offer a donation”. For this reason and those discussed in the
review of the literature it was concluded that being a content model per se does not
justify the need to test the complexity of the whole model, but to add elements that have
practical and theoretical significance in a changing environment.
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Table 4.1: Gaps in the Current Literature
Polonsky,
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et al
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(2007)
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4.3





The Proposed Multiple-request Individual Giving Model

It is understood that the increasing number of NPOs in Australia and the application of
more sophisticated fundraising techniques have created a giving environment with
multiple requests for donations. Therefore, the addition of this multiple request
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environment affects primarily the ‘input/sources” dimension of the model, which is the
start of the donation process. The inputs generated within the multiple request
environment cause a ‘perceptual noise’ (Sargeant 1999) which influences the donor
perceptual reaction and may cause a ‘donation fatigue effect’. As a consequence,
individuals from different generation groups perceive this noisy environment differently
and therefore behave differently. The proposed Multiple-request Individual Giving
Model is presented in Figure 4.2 and the dimensions affected by the incorporated
variables are outlined and justified in turn, beginning with the multiple request model:

4.3.1

The Multiple-request Environment – Key Concepts

The sources of inputs in a multiple request environment are vast and diverse. The
literature indicates a variety of sources that impacts on fundraising solicitation,
branding, reputation, awareness, media, mode of ask, seed money and refunds (cf.
Sargeant 1999; Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).

4.3.1.1 Branding
Strong evidence has indicated how NPOs have been applying brand management
strategies.

A brand management study investigating NPOs within a competitive

environment found out that branding is considered an added-value component to the
organisation and allows differentiation and consequently increases the likelihood of
donor’s choice (Hankinson 2002). Longitudinal studies of the most trusted Australia
brands have found that since 1997 two or three non-profit organisations have been part
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of the group of Australia’s most trusted brands, such as Salvation Army, Red Cross,
World Vision and the Heart Foundation (Superbrands Australia 1999, 2002, 2005;
Superbrands Australia & Nielsen Australia 2008). In a multiple-request environment
individuals would be more inclined to support well known charities instead of small and
unknown organisations.
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Figure 4.2: Proposed Multiple-request Individual Giving Model
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4.3.1.2 The Role of Media in Multiple-request Environment
Non-profit organisations currently operate with a variety of different fundraising
techniques such as face-to-face, telemarketing, press advertising, radio and TV
advertising and direct mail (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007). There has been identified an
increase in several media such as face-to-face (Iskra 2009), online media (IAB Australia
& PriceWaterhouseCoopers 2010), social network media (Waters & Lamm 2009),
mobile phone short message service (SMS) as a fundraising media (Weberling &
Waters 2012), and smart phone applications (CNET 2011). This variety of different
messages sent by a variety of different sources make individuals confused to select the
NPO to support additionally. It may also be the cause of donation fatigue, which is
discussed further.

4.3.2

Donation Fatigue Effect – An Additional Variable in the Perceptual
Reaction Dimension

According to Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007),

the donors’ perceptual reaction

dimension may be impacted by a number of variables, for instance, when donors
perceive positive messages they tend to behave positively.

The original model

indicates three variables: the portrayal of the individual(s) in need, the fit of the charity
with a given donor’s self-image, and the existence of perceived norms of behaviour.
This study incorporates the donation fatigue effect, which is explained in turn.
The existence of compassion fatigue was first evidenced by Kinnick et al.(1996), which
identified a relationship between compassion fatigue, social problems and media
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coverage of those social problems. Individuals with compassion fatigue manifested
desensitisation or hypersensitisation and demonstrated interest in the social problem,
emotional arousal towards the problem and information-seeking about the problem. The
study finally suggests that NPOs seeking financial support by bombarding the
increasingly sensitive public with social problems messages could backfire and create
an informally-overloaded and emotionally-overwhelmed public. Moreover, it has also
suggested that the emotional impact of images of poverty may reduce donors’
willingness to donate (Cameron & Haanstra 2008).
Further, Balabanis et al. (1997) suggests that compassion fatigue may occur when
individuals perceive that there are too many charities demanding their financial support,
which was caused by an increasing number of charities and consequent increasing
competition for donations. Additionally, Polonsky et al. (2002) identified compassion
fatigue as the donors’ perception of an increasing competition amongst NPOs and the
consequent increasing pressure to give, which makes them feel uncomfortable.
Compassion fatigue may also be triggered because individuals could probably feel
powerless to reduce the need once it appears to be enormous (Bendapudi, Singh &
Bendapudi 1996). It is important to note that Investors Chronicle stated in 1991 that
disaster appeals are not prone to compassion fatigue compared to other forms of
fundraising (cited in Bennett & Kottasz 2000, p.353).
In this study, the researcher labels ‘Donation Fatigue Effect’, as those effects of
delaying support, refusing support, reducing support, or just ignoring requests of
support caused to individual donors when they develop the feeling that there are too
many direct and indirect solicitations for their monetary support. Finally, this feeling
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may become even stronger because in a multiple request environment, the competition
between NPOs for the individuals’ money tend to increase and therefore increase the
number of solicitations not just owing to the increase of NPOs but also because of the
need to increase solicitations to get through, the communication clutter (Belch et al.
2011).

4.3.2.1 Generational Effect on Giving Behaviour – Additional Variable in
Individuals Characteristics Dimension
Giving behaviour varies by demographic characteristics (age, gender and socioeconomic group), lifestyle and geo-demographic. This thesis incorporates generational
groups.
Studies have identified that historical events such as war, catastrophes and shared life
experiences impact on human, and consequently, consumer behaviour and those who
have experienced similar events have been found to behave similarly (Kotler et al. 2010;
Australian Bureau of Statistics 2009a). Although most studies focused more on how
much individuals donate in different age cohorts, some studies have attempted to
investigate donors generational behaviour mostly in the US (see, e.g., Wilhelm, Rooney
& Tempel 2007; Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana University 2010; Bhagat, Loeb &
Rovner 2010; Merchant, Ford & Rose 2011). Studies on generations have indicated that
Generation Y and iGen in the US tend to support global causes instead local community
organisations as opposed to Baby Boomers and Lucky Generation who prefer local
community organisations. It has also been found that Generation X level of trust of
NPOs is lower than Baby Boomers and Lucky Generation, and Gen Y and iGen level of
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trust is even lower than Generation X (Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana University
2010). Lucky Generation or older individuals are more likely to support religious
organisations than Baby Boomers or those younger (Wilhelm, Rooney & Tempel 2007).
Generation Y and iGen are more likely to respond to electronic media compared to
Baby Boomers and Lucky Generation (Williams 2007; Convio, Edge Research & Sea
Strategies 2009; Bhagat, Loeb & Rovner 2010; Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana
University 2010).
Generation Y and iGen donors are more likely to engage in community fundraising,
promoting events, leading electronic word of mouth (e-WOM) and viral marketing
using Social Media in particular ‘Social Network Sites’ and ‘Content Communities’ (Ho
& Dempsey 2010; Gupta, Brantley & Jackson 2010; Bhagat, Loeb & Rovner 2010;
Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana University 2010). There are strong indications that
Generation Y does not like planned giving, and they tend to prefer short term projects as
opposed to Generation X and Baby Boomers. Moreover, Generation Y prefer to read
electronic annual reports as opposed to Baby Boomers and Generation X, who prefer
printed annual reports (Bennett & Ali-Choudhury 2009; Gupta, Brantley & Jackson
2010; Bhagat, Loeb & Rovner 2010). It has been identified that there is a relationship
between personal nostalgia and giving behaviour, where personal nostalgia provides
emotional and familial utility in particular to donors from Generation X and Baby
Boomers (Merchant, Ford & Rose 2011). Generation Y and iGen tend to donate in a
conspicuous manner as opposed to older generations (Grace & Griffin 2009).
Therefore, this is why an overlay of generations appears on the existing model, to
provide a broader explanation variable than a unique individual approach.
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4.4

Conclusion

To conclude, this Chapter introduced this proposed reconceptualised Multiple-request
individuals giving model. On the basis of the review of the literature, it was identified
that the most important giving models up to date are Burnett & Wood (1988), Guy &
Patton (1989), Sargeant (1999) and Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007). The latter
amalgamated the previous models and incorporated the respective shortcomings. Apart
from the Sargeant (1999) model, which was tested in a focus group study in Australia in
Polonsky et al. (2002), all the remaining models are yet to be empirically tested.
Therefore, it was concluded that the Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) study provides the
most comprehensive and consequently appropriate model to incorporate these proposed
variables: (1) Multiple-request Environment, (2) the notion that iGen, Gen Y, Gen X
and Baby Boomers behave differently to each other when they receive multiple
donation requests and (3) the suggestion that individuals in Australia are suffering from
donation fatigue. The next Chapter describes the Research Methods and the achieved
sample.
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5 CHAPTER FIVE: METHODS AND ACHIEVED SAMPLE

5.1

Chapter Outline

This research involves an empirical investigation on the giving behaviour of individuals
from different generational group and their perceptions of the existence of two
phenomena, a “Multiple-request Environment” and “Donation Fatigue”.
The chapter begins by providing a justification of a mixed-method research design,
explains the use of open-ended interviews approach, discusses the data collection stage,
presents the achieved sample demographics, and the chapter concludes with the
description of the data analysis techniques, followed by the concluding remarks on the
methodology adopted in this research.
An outline of the Chapter is contained in Figure 5.1 overleaf.
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Figure 5.1: Outline of Chapter 5.

Chapter Outline
Section 5.1 Introduction to the chapter

Research Design
Section 5.2 Research design

The case for standardised open-ended Interviews
Section 5.3

Developing Interview Schedule
Section 5.4

Training the Students
Section 5.5

Data Collection
Section 5.6

The Achieved Interview Sample
Section 5.8

Data Analysis
Section 5.8

Conclusion
Section 5.9
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5.2

Research Design: Qualitative versus Quantitative

When determining the suitable research design, whether using qualitative or quantitative
methodologies, the researchers have to consider the research problem itself and “not
lock themselves into becoming either a solely quantitative or solely qualitative
researcher” (Kumar 2005, p.13). The decision on which research design was most
appropriate was made after taking into consideration the research problems, research
objectives and the available resources. Built under the basis of what was discussed in
Chapters 1, 2, 3 and 4, this research intended to investigate the existence of the
phenomena “Multiple-request Environment” and “Donation Fatigue Effect” in
Australia, to identify how these phenomena are perceived amongst individuals and find
out any possible variation in perceptions between individuals from the Baby Boomer
Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet Generation. Therefore, it was
decided to apply both, qualitative and quantitative methods.

5.2.1

Qualitative and Quantitative: The Case for a Mixed-method Approach

According to Kumar (2005, p.13), research is “classified as qualitative if the purpose of
the study is primarily to describe a situation, phenomenon, problem or event” and
exploration is the aim of the study, which is rich in new ideas and insights. On the other
hand, a study is classified as quantitative if the purpose is to quantify the variation in a
phenomenon, situation, problem or issue and therefore the information collected is
predominately quantitative and the analysis aims to ascertain the magnitude of the
variation.

98

The literature clearly pointed out strong indications of the phenomena “Multiple-request
Environment” and “Donation Fatigue Effect”, however it was unclear how these
phenomena were perceived by individuals in Australia, additionally the literature has
also suggested that individuals from different generations may have different giving
behaviour. Therefore, there was the need to explore the individuals’ perception of the
current giving environment and also to identify any possible variation in perceptions
amongst individuals from different generational groups. As a consequence, a
combination of both qualitative and quantitative approaches became the most
appropriate method.
Patton (2002, p.4) identified three kinds of qualitative data, which are “interviews”,
“observations” and “documents”. Interviews consist of open-ended questions which
enable phenomenon to be probed and to collect in-depth responses about individuals’
experiences, perceptions and feelings. Observations consist of fieldwork descriptions of
activities, behaviours, interpersonal interactions or any aspect of observable human
experience. Documents consist of written material and other documents from
organisations, official publications and reports. Patton (2002, p.13) provides some
guiding questions and possible responses for methods decision:
What are the purposes of the inquiry?
Research: contribution to knowledge
Evaluation: program improvement and decision making
Who are the primary audiences for the findings?
Scholars, researchers, academicians
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Program funders, administrators, staff, participants
What questions will guide the inquiry?
Theory-derived, theory-testing and/or theory-oriented questions
Practical, applied questions
What data will answer the inquiry questions?
Mixed methods: what kind of mix? Which methods are primary?
What resources are available?
Time
People resource
Access and connections
Therefore, as this study seeks to collect in-depth responses from individuals’
experiences, perceptions and feelings, interviews became the most appropriate method
of data collection. Additionally, the resources available became also a decisive
component of this research and the consequent chosen methods, which enabled the
researcher to incorporate the quantitative aspects. An opportunity emerged to use 210
students enrolled in the undergraduate Social Marketing subject from the University of
Wollongong and train them in interview techniques as part of their tutorial activity
linked to the lecture titled “Social Marketing Research”. Because the constraints of time
and financial resources were determining factors and the people resources became
suddenly abundant, it was concluded that turning the students into interviewers would
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allow the collection of both the qualitative as well as the quantitative data, in a short
period of time. As a result, this opportunity was taken and together with the nature of
this study, it was concluded to use a mixed-method research design.
Because the aim of this research is to explore the individuals’ giving experiences and
understand their perception on the current Australian giving environment, the type of
questions impacted on the type of data collected. Patton (2002, p.21) suggests that in
those circumstances, open-ended interviews would be the most appropriate method:
“The purpose of gathering responses to open-ended questions is to enable the
researcher to understand and capture the points of view of other people without
predetermining those points of view through prior selection of questionnaire
categories”.
This applies to semi-structured one-on-one interviews with open-ended questions and
also with some closed-ended questions, where participants could select answers from a
pre-determined set of answer choices.

5.3

The Case for Standardised Open-ended Interview Questions

At this stage of the process, the researcher needed to decide how to format the interview
questions. Patton (2002, p.342) suggests three different approaches to collecting
qualitative data using open-ended interviews: (1) “the informal conversational
interview”, (2) “the general interview guide”, and (3) “the standardised open-ended
interview”. Considering that the interviews would be conducted by undergraduate
Social Marketing students, it was concluded that “the standardised open-ended
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interview” approach would be the most appropriate. Patton (2002) highlights that when
a number of different interviewers are used, it may cause variations in the data
collection due to the differences among interviewers, in particular in informal
conversational approach or even if the interviewer is using a basic interview guide.
Thus, Patton (2002) recommends that in participatory studies, in particular those in
which a number of different nonresearchers, such as students, perform the interviewers’
role, standardised open-ended questions can compensate for variability in skills and
ensure that all interviewees would receive the same stimuli. Moreover, the interview
questions are to be written in the exact way they are to be asked in the interview with
careful consideration to the wording of each question.

5.4

Developing the Interview Schedule

The interview schedule was designed based on the three research objectives. Although
the literature strongly suggests the existence of the two phenomena: (1) the
bombardment of individuals by an increasing number of requests for donations, (2) the
individuals’ donation fatigue caused by these bombardments, neither of them have yet
been examined in Australia. Additionally, the literature has identified that individuals
from different generational groups have different giving behaviour. However, these
differences have not yet been examined under the influences of the above phenomena
and in the Australian giving environment. These three pillars became the foundation of
the three research objectives. Therefore, the aim of the interview schedule was to
address the research objectives and describe the sample demographic. Consequently, the
interview schedule was organised in three groups of questions:
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First, the existence of the “Multiple-request Environment” phenomenon was addressed
by asking questions directly whether or not the overall number of requests for donations
increased. Amongst the positive responses, additional questions were designed to
identify the fundraising methods where they perceived the increase. The whole of the
literature identifies a large range of different fundraising methods, however most
studies, individually address just a small range of methods. Prior experience as a
fundraiser and former member of the Fundraising Institute Australia (FIA) was
particularly important at this moment, having also, at that time, reviewed the FIA
“Fundraising Toolkit”, identifying the methods and the appropriate vocabulary used to
describe them (Fundraising Institute Australia 2009). Therefore, in order to collect the
appropriate information, a list of 20 different fundraising methods gathered from the
literature was designed to help the interviewers and the data analysis. Whether or not
individuals had been asked recently for donation was found to be another indicator of
the current giving environment, and the questions also asked interviewees to identify the
type of NPOs and the fundraising method used in the approach. The last question to
address this research objective asked individuals to recall whether they have been
donating to more or less different types of NPOs.
Secondly, the existence of donation fatigue phenomenon was addressed by designing
questions that ask individuals to express their feelings on the current giving
environment. Another group of questions asked the participants feelings when they said
no to requests for donations, why they said no and how they said no to those requests
for donations.

103

Thirdly, in order to identify any possible variation in perceptions between individuals
from different generational groups, all questions were asked to individuals from all
generational groups under investigation.
Finally, the sample demographic was addressed in the final set of questions by
enquiring about their generational group, gender, education, occupation, income.
The sequence of the questions was another important aspect during the process of
developing the interview schedule. This engages and guides the interviewees into the
topic and also ensures that all participants receive the same stimuli and in the same
order (Patton 2002). For instance, listing a range of different fundraising methods, not
only helped the interviewees with vocabulary to recall the possible methods, but also
guided them to answer further questions.

5.5

Training the Interveners

In order to ensure the quality of data collected and minimise the variation amongst
interviewers, where all interviewees would receive the same stimuli, training sessions
were organised for all students as a tutorial activity, as suggested in Patton (2002).
Firstly, as part of their lecture on Social Marketing Research, a specific set of
PowerPoint slides were designed to explain to students the purpose of this research
project. They were offered the opportunity to learn more about the topic and therefore,
invited to participate and become the research interviewers.
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Designed as a tutorial activity, another set of PowerPoint slides were developed and the
training consisted of three parts, which are presented in turn.
At the beginning, a copy of the Interview Schedule was handed out, the research
objectives were presented to students and the definitions of each generational group
were then reinforced to the students.
Once it was clearly understood, students were presented with the open-ended questions
ensuring that all students understood each question and the relationship of each question
to the research objectives. They were then presented with the description of each step
they had to follow when conducting their interviews, in particular, the importance of
probing questions.
In the third part of their training, students were given guidance on what to do in some of
the most common situations that they could experience. At this stage examples of
probing questions were given and instructions on how to use them. Once it was
understood, two students were asked to perform role-play in front of the class, where
one student performed as the interviewer and the other student performed as the
interviewee. A session of questions and answers followed.
Finally, students were asked to interview each other in class where the interview
schedule was then tested. The feedback from students was positive and the interview
schedule remained the same.
Seeking to collect the data in the shortest period of time, each student were asked to
interview only two individuals from distinct pre-determined generations. Table 5.1
shows the tutorials and the number of students allocated to interview each Generational
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group. Therefore, each of those 210 students was asked to apply two questionnaires and
all data was collected in a period of two weeks, between 01 September and 18
September 2011.

Table 5.1: Number of Individuals From Each Generation Allocated to Tutorials
Thursday
Tutorial
Gens

4.30

Baby
Boomer
Gen X

Friday Tutorial

5.30

8.30

28

25

26

Gen Y
26

Total

52

56

10.30 11.30 12.30 1.30
20

23
28

iGen

9.30

50

24

46

48

20

93
16

8

20
40

40

Total
93

20
20

23

4.30

20

24

25

2.30

40

117
93

32

8

396

It was not compulsory for students to participate as interviewers in this research project,
nor was their participation as part of the subject’s learning outcome and therefore
marked. Their participation was entirely voluntary and the participation rate was 48.6%,
which amounted to 102 students out of 210.

5.6

Data Collection

Data collection is described as a series of interrelated activities to collect appropriate
information aimed at achieving the research objectives, and these activities are: (1)
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locating individuals, (2) gaining access and making rapport, (3) purposeful sampling,
(4) collecting data/interview protocol, (5) recording information, (6) resolving field
issues and (7) storing data (Creswell 2013). The data collection process of this research
is therefore described as follows:

5.6.1

Locating the Interviewees

Data were collected taking a convenient opportunity that emerged from a class activity
that was conducted using 102 undergraduate students from the University of
Wollongong enrolled in the Social Marketing subject in the semester Spring 2011. The
target population (Boomers, Gen X, Gen Y and iGen) was easy to locate by the
students, since the potential interviewees were mostly in the students’ own home or
very close to them, and who could be their parents, their grandparents, brothers and
sisters, cousins, friends and neighbours.
A total of 102 out of 210 students conducted interviews, where the majority interviewed
2 individuals each and just few of them interviewed 4, 3 and 1 individuals. Table 5.2
shows the number of individuals interviewed from each generational group. Section 5.7
describes the sample’s characteristics.
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Table 5.2: Number of Individuals Interviewed From Each Generation

5.6.2

Generation

Frequencies

Boomer

61

Gen X

41

Gen Y

79

iGen

31

Total

212

Gaining Access and Establishing Rapport

As stated previously, the in-depth interview task was designed as a tutorial activity
linked to the lecture: “Social Marketing Research”. As a result, on the 1st and 2nd
September 2011, in-depth interview training was provided in ten tutorials, where
students had also the opportunity to practice by interviewing each other while
monitored by their tutor and followed with class discussions.
Students were instructed to clearly go through the following steps: (1) introduce
themselves to the participant, (2) identify that it is a research activity from the
University of Wollongong, (3) explain the research purpose, the reasons participant was
being recruited, the estimated time needed and ensuring anonymity, (5) obtain consent
to record the interview.
As explained in Section 5.6.1, the interviewers were instructed to interview family
members, friends or acquaintances, and consequently, establishing rapport in this
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interviewer/interviewee relationship was perhaps, one of the strengths of the interview
method used in this study. This has positive impacts on both, interviewee and
interviewer. First, interviewers would feel more comfortable approaching someone they
know instead of approaching strangers in public places. Second, from the interviewees’
perspective this method is also an advantage, because participants would feel more
comfortable answering questions asked by someone they know and it is more likely that
the interview will produce honest responses lowering the chances of social desirability
bias occurring (Patton 2002).

5.6.3

Purposeful Sampling

Creswell (2013) suggests that in phenomenological studies participants have experience
of the phenomenon being studied. Therefore, selecting “information-rich cases” is the
focus of qualitative studies and “information-rich cases” are those from which the
researcher can learn about the phenomenological purpose of the study (Patton 2002,
p.230). Patton (2002) suggests several sampling strategies, which are incorporated in
the sampling strategy for this research and they are presented in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.3: Sampling Strategies Applied In This Study

Sampling Strategy

Purpose of the Strategy

Examples

Maximum variation

Document central themes across
diverse variations

Choosing to interview donors
from different generations

Stratified

Illustrate characteristics of
particular subgroups of interest

Choosing to interview
Boomers, Gen X, Gen Y and
iGen individuals

Convenience

Do what is fast and convenient

Students interviewing family
members and friends

Combination/mixed

Meet multiple interest, once the
above strategies are not
mutually exclusive

All the above

Although in qualitative studies sample sizes tend to be small, e.g. from 1 to 10
(Creswell 2013), Patton (2002, p.244) suggests that “there are no rules for sample size
in qualitative inquiry”. Therefore, the opportunity of using larger number of
interviewers and collecting data also from a larger sample size was taken, clearly
identifying this as a convenience sample.

5.6.4

Collecting Data and the Interview Protocol

To ensure that interviewees would all receive the same stimuli and, therefore, be asked
the same question with the exact words in the same order, a “standardised open-ended
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interview” was adopted as suggested in Patton (2002). The interview schedule and the
interview training slides are included in Appendices A and B respectively. Students
conducted the interviews at their own convenience and no problems were reported by
students.

5.6.5

Recording the Information Collected

Students were instructed to record the interviews than transcribe them in Word
documents similar to the interview schedule. The transcribed interviews became the
main/original documents and were forwarded to the researcher attached in emails. This
process was very efficient.

5.6.6

Resolving Field Issues

All students had the researcher’s contact details and were encouraged to make contact
in case of any issue. All transcribed interviews were forwarded to the researcher and no
issue was reported during and after the data collection.

5.6.7

Storing Data

Students submitted the transcribed interviews in two formats, hard copy and soft copy,
via email to the researcher. The interviews were stored in both formats and two different
media and three different places. The original transcription submitted by the students,
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both hard copies and soft copies, are kept at the University of Wollongong. Additional
soft copies are kept by the researcher. All emails used by students to forward the
transcribed interviews are kept at the researcher’s University email account in a proper
file.

5.7

The Achieved Interview Sample

The achieved sample consists of 212 anonymous participants from the Baby Boomer
Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet Generation. It was collected with
information about their generation, gender, education and occupation. Table 5.4
presents the frequencies and percentage of each generation in the total sample, Table 5.5
presents the overall sample gender distribution, Table 5.6 shows the overall education
distribution and Table 5.7 presents the overall sample occupation.
Table 5.4: Generation Distribution
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Generation

Frequency

%

Boomers

61

28.8

Gen X

41

19.3

Gen Y

79

37.3

iGen

31

14.6

Total

212

100.0

Table 5.5: Gender Distribution
Gender

Frequency

%

Male

82

38.7

Female

128

60.4

No Response

2

0.9

Total

212

100

Education

Frequency

%

Year12

47

22.2

TAFE

50

23.6

Bachelor

67

31.6

Post-graduation

19

9.0

Other

29

13.6

Total

212

100

Table 5.6: Education Distribution
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Table 5.7: Occupation Distribution
Occupation

Frequency

%

Managers

25

11.8

Professionals

29

13.7

Technician Trade

11

5.2

Community and Personal Service Workers

6

2.8

Clerical Administrative

18

8.5

Sales Workers

10

4.7

Machinery Operator Driver

3

1.4

Labourer

5

2.4

Pensioner

4

1.9

Student

77

36.3

Other

24

11.3

Total

212

100

Because this research intends to investigate Generations, the generational demographic
characteristics are further presented:
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5.7.1

Baby Boomer Generation

The Baby Boomers participants were the second last largest generational group in this
research and were mostly represented by females. It is important to note that almost
40% of the participating Boomers have a tertiary degree (Refer to Table 5.9).

Table 5.8: Baby Boomer Gender Distribution
Gender

Frequency

%

Male

21

34.5

Female

39

63.9

Non response

1

1.6

Total

61

100

Table 5.9: Baby Boomer Education Distribution
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Education

Frequency

%

Year 12

8

13.1

TAFE

20

32.8

Bachelor

12

19.7

Post-graduation

11

18.0

Other

10

16.4

Total

61

100

Table 5.10: Baby Boomer Occupation Distribution
Occupation

Frequency

%

Managers

16

26.2

Professionals

13

21.3

Technician trade

3

4.9

Community and personal service workers

3

4.9

Clerical admin

9

14.8

Sales workers

2

3.3

Machinery operator driver

1

1.6

Labourer

1

1.6

Pensioner

4

6.6

Other

9

14.8

Total

61

100

116

5.7.2

Generation X

The Generation X represented just below 20% of the total sample (Refer to Table 5.4).
They are also highly educated, where 29% hold a bachelor degree and almost 10% hold
a postgraduate degree (Refer to Table 5.12).

Table 5.11: Generation X Gender Distribution
Gender

Frequency

%

Male

13

31.7

Female

28

68.3

Total

41

100.0

Table 5.12: Generation X Education Distribution

117

Education

Frequency

%

Year 12

9

22.0

TAFE

14

34.1

Bachelor

12

29.3

Post-graduation

4

9.8

Other

2

4.9

Total

41

100.0

Table 5.13: Generation X Occupation Distribution
Occupation

Frequency

%

Managers

6

14.6

Professionals

11

26.8

Technician trade

1

2.4

Community and personal service workers

1

2.4

Clerical admin

5

12.3

Sales workers

2

4.9

Machinery operator driver

1

2.4

Labourer

4

9.8

Student

1

2.4

Other

9

22

Total

41

100
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5.7.3

Generation Y

The generation Y represents the largest group, which is just above 37% of the total
sample (Refer to Table 5.4). It is important to highlight that the Gen Y members hold
the highest percentage of tertiary education, where just over 54% hold a bachelor degree
and 5% hold a postgraduate degree (Refer to Table 5.15).

Table 5.14: Generation Y Gender Distribution
Gender

Frequency

%

Male

38

48.1

Female

40

50.6

Non response

1

1.3

Total

79

100

Table 5.15: Generation Y Education Distribution
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Education

Frequency

%

Year12

15

19.0

TAFE

15

19.0

Bachelor

43

54.4

Post-graduation

4

5.1

Other

2

2.5

Total

79

100.0

Table 5.16: Generation Y Occupation Distribution
Occupation

Frequency

%

Managers

3

3.8

Professionals

5

6.3

Technician trade

6

7.6

Community and personal service workers

2

2.5

Clerical admin

4

5.1

Sales workers

5

6.3

Machinery operator driver

1

1.3

Student

50

63.3

Other

3

3.8

Total

79

100

5.7.4

Internet Generation (iGen)

The Internet Generation was the smallest group, which represents just below 15% of the
total sample (Refer to Table 5.4). Almost 70% are female (Refer to Table 5.17) and
interestingly, some of them are already in the work force (Refer to Table 5.19).
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Table 5.17: iGen Gender Distribution
Gender

Frequency

%

Male

10

32.3

Female

21

67.7

Total

31

100

Education

Frequency

%

Year 12

15

48.4

TAFE

1

3.2

Other

15

48.4

Total

31

100.0

Occupation

Frequency

%

Technician trade

1

3.2

Sales workers

1

3.2

Student

26

83.9

Other

3

9.7

Total

31

100.0

Table 5.18: iGen Education Distribution

Table 5.19: iGen Occupation Distribution
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5.8

Data Analysis

The aim of data analysis is to transform raw data into meaningful findings, where the
challenge is to make sense of this large amount of data, but no formula or recipe exists
for that transformation, only guidance to transform the raw data into knowledge (Patton
2002). On the same track, Creswell suggests that “to analyse qualitative data, the
researcher engages in the process of moving in analytic circles rather than using a fixed
linear approach” and represents it in a spiral image called a “data analysis spiral”, which
covers the following phases: (1) organising the data, (2) reading and memoing, (3)
describing, classifying and interpreting the data into themes, (4) interpreting the data,
(5) representing and visualising the data. These phases are described in turn.

5.8.1

Organising the Data

Because of the characteristics of the questions and the number of responses, 212
participants, it was concluded that an IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences or
SPSS Statistics, which is supported by the University, would be the most appropriate
computer program to analyse the data. Then, all transcribed interviews were entered into
an SPSS database by a PhD student hired specifically for this purpose. The process took
three months. The responses were entered in the same order as the questionnaire by just
copying from the transcription and pasting into the SPSS database cells. In order to
ensure accuracy, all SPSS data was audited by the researcher against the transcriptions
prior to the actual analysis and constantly during the analysis. With very few exceptions
the data entering was excellent.
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5.8.2

Reading and Memoing

At this phase of the “data analysis spiral”, the researcher achieves an understanding of
the whole database. As Agar suggested in 1980: “read the transcriptions in their entirety
several times. Immerse yourself in the details, trying to get a sense of the interview as a
whole before breaking it into parts” (cited in Creswell 2013, p.183), together with the
process of memoing, where the researcher writes down the notes and ideas of emerging
theories throughout the process of exploring the database (Creswell 2013). This was
probably the hardest phase of the analysis and where the spiral process actually took
place, demanding reading, re-reading, writing and re-writing several times on the same
analysis. It was concluded that best approach would be just to go through the whole
database analysing individually, question by question, answer by answer looking for
themes and evidences to support them, which the researcher did to ensure a ‘good feel’
for the data.

5.8.3

Describing, Classifying and Interpreting the Data into Themes

The ideas and notes that emerged from each question during the reading phase were
then grouped into themes using of Ryan and Bernard’s (2003) theme identification
techniques. These themes were then entered into the SPSS database and matched with
their respective participants’ responses. Further, in order to ensure the accuracy of each
theme and the respective participants’ responses, cross tabulation analyses were
conducted in SPSS to regroup them and exported to Microsoft Excel spreadsheets
where the comments were then reviewed. This process enabled the researcher to filter
them into manageable set of themes.
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Chi-square analyses were also conducted in order to evaluate possible variations in
perceptions amongst individuals from different generational group. This was done
mostly in those analyses where less than 20% of the cells had the expected count of less
than 5 cases, otherwise the results would be distorted.

5.8.4

Interpreting the Data

According to Creswell (2013), interpretation “involves abstracting out beyond the codes
and themes to the larger meaning of the data. It is a process that begins with the
development of the codes, the formation of themes from the codes, and then the
organisation of the themes into larger units of abstraction to make senses of the data”.
At this phase the interpretation of these “larger units of abstraction” were then linked to
the research objectives and the literature to make sense of the data, describe what had
been learnt and prepare for the final phase.

5.8.5

Representing and Visualising the Data

The final phase of the “data analysis spiral” is to represent the data in text, tabular and
figure formats. The text was presented in hierarchical structure with numbered headings
and subheadings guiding the reader and creating meaningful flow. Several tables were
designed along the text to aid the readers throughout the reading. Additionally, all tables
and figures were designed with colours to ensure clear distinction between themes and
constructs under comparison. As the “data analysis spiral” suggests, all previous phases
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were revisited several times until the data was transformed into meaningful and
structured knowledge.

5.9

Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter discussed the research method used in this study and
provided justification for its use. The purpose of this research was to investigate the
existence of the phenomena “Multiple-request Environment” and “Donation Fatigue
Effect” in Australia, identify how these phenomena are perceived amongst individuals
and find out any possible variation in perceptions among individuals from the Baby
Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and the Internet Generation. Finally,
the opportunity to gain data of two types from a good size sample was very useful and
therefore the conclusion of the thesis will have some merit.
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6 CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS (PART I) UNDERSTANDING THE INDIVIDUAL
GIVING BEHAVIOUR: A GENERATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

6.1

Chapter Outline

The following three chapters, which are Chapter 6, 7 and 8 present the results of this
research. The purpose of this chapter is to explain the generations’ moment of truth,
which are their actual giving encounters. The results presented in this chapter address
Research Objective 1, which is “To determine the donation behaviour of individuals in
Australia from a generational perspective”. Consequently, many descriptive statistics
are presented in table formats to assist the reader. The chapter starts by defining the
“Giving Encounter”, which is used to describe the period of time during which an
individual directly interacts with a NPO for giving of money purposes. The chapter then
delves into the generations’ attitudes and behaviour towards giving: the types of
charities to which they donated, what motivates them to donate, how they decide the
amount of money they donate and the type of donation, if it is a one-off donation or
ongoing support. Finally, the chapter explains how generations liked and disliked to be
asked for donations. The next chapter, Chapter 7, finalises the results related to
Research Objective 1 by explaining the generations’ impulsive donation behaviour and
their budgeting behaviour and Chapter 8 addresses Research Objective 2, which is “To
determine the existence of a multiple request environment in Australia” and Research
Objective 3, which is “To determine whether or not individuals are suffering from
donation fatigue effect”.
An outline of the Chapter 6 is contained in Figure 6.1 overleaf.
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Figure 6.1: Outline of Chapter 6.

Chapter Outline
Section 6.1

The Giving Encounter: The Moment of Truth
Section 6.2

The Generations’ Responses in their Giving Encounters
Section 6.2.1

The Types of Charities that Generations Chose to Donate
Section 6.2.2

What Motivates Generations to Donate
Section 6.2.3

How Generations Decide for the Amount of Money Donate
Section 6.2.4

Frequencies of Donations in the Generations' Giving Encounters
Section 6.2.5

How Generations Like to Be Asked for Donations
Section 6.3

How Generations Do not Like to Be Asked for Donations
Sction 6.4

Conclusion
Section 6.5
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6.2

The Giving Encounter: The Moment of Truth

This section is dedicated to explain the participants’ giving experiences during the
three-week period prior to the interview. It explores the responses of those participants,
from each generational group under investigation, who donated in this period and
describes their experience. In short, it reports the participants experience in their
“Giving Encounter”. The term “Giving Encounter” was adapted from the concept of
“service encounter” defined by Shostack (1985, p.243) as “a period of time during
which a consumer directly interacts with a service”. Therefore the term “Giving
Encounter” is labelled in this thesis to describe “a period of time during which an
individual directly interacts with a NPO for giving/donation of money purposes”.
A total of 104 participants were approached and 101 participants reported their
experience in their giving encounter; 51% donated and 49% did not donate. A key
aspect of this research was to explore why, they did or did not donate, and their
reasoning is explored further in this section and in Chapter 8. Table 6.1 describes the
number of participants who donated and did not donate in their giving encounters. This
section presents the responses from those participants who made donations in giving
encounters. Chapter 7 explains their impulsive and budgeting behaviour and Chapter 8
presents the responses from those participants who did not donate in giving encounters.
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Table 6.1: The Participants Responses in Their Giving Encounters
No of Participants

Participants Responses

52

participants donated at least once in their giving encounters

49

participants did not donate in any giving encounter

101

58

Participants were not approached

53

participants did not answer the question or not report

212

Total Sample

It is important to note that, some participants reported different experiences in the threeweek period, where some participants reported three giving encounters in the threeweek period prior to the interview, some experienced two and others experienced just
one giving encounter. Table 6.2 describes the total giving encounters from which were
generated 65 giving encounters. The participants’ reports from these giving encounters
are used to describe the findings in the following sections. Table 6.3 shows all
generations under investigation described in Chapter 1.
Table 6.2: Number of Participants By Number of Giving Encounters Experienced
No. of Participants
Who Gave

Giving Encounters

Total of Giving Encounters
Reported

42

Gave Once

42

7

Gave Twice

14

3

Gave Three Times

9

52/101

TOTAL

65
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Table 6.3: Description of Generations
Generation

Period

Baby Boomer - “Boomer”
(Need evidence, like direct sales and digital immigrants*)

Born 1946 and 1964

Generation X - “Gen X” or “Xers”
(They are anti-adds and digital adaptive*)

Born 1965 and 1979

Generation Y – “Gen Y” or “Yers”
(They are spontaneous and multisensory*)

Born 1980 and 1994

Internet Generation – “iGen”
(They are participatory and digital natives*)

Born after 1994

The following sections will examine the results of the survey with an emphasis on first
identifying the donation behaviour of interest from the whole of the sample populations,
then, generational effects will be sought.

6.2.1

The Generations’ Responses in Their Giving Encounters

A total of 52 participants donated in at least one giving encounter and 49 did not donate
in any giving encounter (Refer to Table 6.1). In order to identify any possible
association between generations and whether or not they donated in response to the
requests the Chi-square test was used. However, because more than 20% of the cells
have an expected count of less than 5, the results would be consequently distorted (Hair,
Bush & Ortinau 2006). Further analysis was conducted and those cells in which the
expected count was less than 5 were identified to be from the Internet Generation.
Therefore, another Chi-square test was conducted without the iGen responses. However,
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the test indicates that there were no significant differences between generations and
their response to requests for donations. Consequently, all generations responded
similarly to request for donations with a high degree of confidence.
Each generational group experienced and reported a different number of giving
encounters. Table 6.4 shows the number of giving encounters reported by each
generational group, which totals 65 giving encounters.

Table 6.4: Number of Giving Encounters Reported by Each Generational Group

Generation

One
Giving Encounter

Two
Giving Encounters

Three
Total
Giving Encounters

Boomer

10

2

9

21

Gen X

11

6

0

17

Gen Y

18

6

0

24

iGen

3

0

0

3

Total

42

14

9

65

The following sections will describe the participants’ responses in their giving
encounters, firstly explaining to what type NPOs they donated, secondly for what
motives they donated, thirdly how they decided the amount they donated and fourthly
the type of donations they made, whether it was an occasional or regular donation.
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6.2.2

The Types of Charities To Which Generations Chose to Donate

This section presents the Generations’ choice, which means the type of NPOs to which
they donated in response to the requests. The NPOs reported by participants were
grouped following the Bennett’s (2003) recommendations, which is to use a more
focused range of categories to classify NPOs as opposed to a broad classification,
because this would enable identification of some donors’ preferences and differences.
Additionally, in this study, the Salvation Army, Red Cross and World Vision were each
also considered as a category for two main reasons, firstly because they are multipurpose organisations that perform in different fields such as community services and
international aid (Lyons 2001), secondly because they are the three considered most
trusted NPO brands in Australia (Superbrands Australia 1999, 2002, 2005; Superbrands
Australia & Nielsen Australia 2008; Superbrands Australia 2011). Therefore it is
believed that the branding effect should play an important role in the individuals’
choice. The choices of each generation are described in turn.

6.2.2.1 The Boomers Choice of Charity
The Baby Boomer Generation are those individuals born between 1946 and 1964. They
need evidence before they decide what to buy and like direct sales and they are
considered immigrants to the internet and online transactions (McCrindle & Wolfinger
2009). Table 6.5 compares the types of NPOs that approached Boomers, the types of
NPOs that Boomers chose to donate to and the conversion rate, which is the percentage
of approaches converted into actual donations.

An interesting aspect is the 10%

conversion rate for Community Services organisations, which indicates that just one
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approach out of 10 was converted into effective a donation. While organisations from
the field Heart Care & Research were amongst the top most preferred NPOs by Baby
Boomers. It is important to note that the statements do not clarify if it is an actual
generational trend or an age trend considering that the literature suggests that the
interest for health related-issues organisations increase with the individuals’ age and
also because the older the individual is the more likely he/she will have someone they
know who died of cancer (Bennett 2012). Curiously, although organisations from the
field of Fire Brigade/SES approached Boomers five times, they were not successful
with the Boomers once: no donation was recorded. In terms of branding, on the other
hand, Salvation Army was successful with Boomers where all three reported requests
received positive responses, as opposed to Red Cross and World Vision that missed
most of their opportunities.
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Table 6.5: Conversion Rate for Boomers in Response to the Approaches
Conversion
rate from Ask
to donation

Type of NPOs

No of Requests

No of Donations to
the Requests

Heart Care /Research

4

4

100.0%

Salvation Army

3

3

100.0%

International Aid

2

2

100.0%

Environment

2

2

100.0%

Military Veterans

2

2

100.0%

Education

2

2

100.0%

Diabetes

1

1

100.0%

Cancer Care/Research

7

5

71.4%

Disability

4

2

50.0%

Vision Impaired Care

2

1

50.0%

Red Cross

3

1

33.3%

World Vision

4

1

25.0%

Community Services

10

1

10.0%

Animal Welfare

1

0

0.0%

Hospital

1

0

0.0%

Fire Brigade/SES

5

0

0.0%
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6.2.2.1.1 Implications on Boomers Conversion Rates
Practitioners should consider that Boomers are apparently more interested to
organisations related to the health industry, in particular heart care/research and cancer
care/research prior to other fields, additionally, fundraising campaigns related to
community services and fire brigade/SES should review the message sent to this
generational group.

6.2.2.2 Generation X Choice of Charity
The Generation X are those individuals born between 1965 and 1979. They are wellknown for being anti-advertisements and digital adaptive (McCrindle & Wolfinger
2009). Table 6.6 compares the types of NPOs that approached Gen X and the types of
NPOs that Gen X chose to donate to. Apparently, Gen Xs prefer to support
organisations from different fields than Boomers. Some NPOs that targeted Gen X were
more successful than those that targeted Boomers. In particular, this was the case in
organisations from the Community Services field, which notably had a high response
rate as well as from the Fire Brigade/SES field. On the other hand, Gen X appear to be
more brand conscious, and they seem to respond well to well-branded NPOs compared
to Boomers, where Red Cross appears to be more acceptable to Gen X then to Boomers,
and Salvation Army and World Vision had 100% response rate, regardless that they had
just one reported approach each. Although Gen X responded reasonably well to
organisations from the Cancer Care/Research field, the trend appears not to be the same
to the Heart Care/Research organisations. However, it is important to note that
organisations from the latter field had also targeted fewer Gen X than Boomers.
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Table 6.6: Conversion Rate for Gen X in Response to the Approaches
Type of NPOs

No of Donations to
No of Requests
the Requests

Conversion
rate from Ask
to donation

Salvation Army

1

1

100.0%

Sports

1

1

100.0%

World Vision

1

1

100.0%

Red Cross

2

2

100.0%

Military Veterans

1

1

100.0%

Community Services

10

7

70.0%

Disability

4

2

50.0%

International Aid

2

1

50.0%

Fire Brigade/SES

7

3

42.9%

Cancer Care/Research

5

2

40.0%

Animal Welfare

4

1

25.0%

Hospital

2

0

0.0%

Heart Care /Research

1

0

0.0%

6.2.2.2.1 Implications on Generation X Conversion Rates
Fundraisers targeting Gen X should be aware that they apparently respond well to local
Community Services Organisations. Gen X members are also more interested in wellknown and branded NPOs, such as Red Cross, Salvation Army and World Vision which
are all considered as Australia’s most trusted brands (Superbrands Australia 1999, 2002,
136

2005, 2011). On the other hand, Gen Xs are not interested in organisations supporting
health-related issues as much as their counterparts, Boomers.

6.2.2.3 Generation Y Choice of Charity
Individuals from the Generation Y are those born between 1980 and 1994. Gen Yers are
well-known for being spontaneous and multisensory, what appeals to them is all about
experience (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009). Table 6.7 compares the types of NPOs that
approached Gen Y and the types of NPOs that Gen Y chose to donate to. Similar to the
previous generation, Gen Y members appear to prefer local community services
organisations and fire brigade/SES. Interestingly, they respond well to well-known
NPOs, such as Red Cross, Salvation Army and World Vision, despite the fact that the
literature suggests that Gen Y tend to be disloyal to brands but have high loyalty to
relationships (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009; Schiffman et al. 2010). Therefore,
considering the findings, one could conclude that these well-known brands might have
sent the right message to Gen Ys and therefore, built a relationship with them. Not
surprisingly, on the other hand, organisations from the Animal Welfare field have also
headed towards the top of the ranking for this generation and in line with the literature,
which indicates that younger generations tend to prefer community services
organisations and animal welfare organisations that protect rare animals (Bennett 2003).
It is important to note that, once again, the results do not specify whether this choice is a
generational or an age effect.
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Table 6.7: Conversion Rate for Gen Y in Response to the Approaches
Conversion
rate from Ask
to donation

Type of NPOs

No of Requests

No of Donations
to the Requests

Red Cross

5

5

100.0%

Education

2

2

100.0%

Heart Care/Research

1

1

100.0%

Human Rights

1

1

100.0%

Religious

1

1

100.0%

World Vision

1

1

100.0%

Salvation Army

4

3

75.0%

Fire Brigade / SES

3

2

66.7%

Animal Welfare

5

3

60.0%

Vision Impaired Care

5

3

60.0%

Community Services

9

5

55.6%

Cancer Care/Research

6

3

50.0%

6.2.2.3.1 Implications on Generation Y Conversion Rates
Fundraiser practitioners should consider that Gen Y members appear to prefer local
community services and animal welfare organisations and also they might respond to
well-known brands. However, care should be taken once the literature suggests that this
generation, instead being loyal to brands, they are loyal to relationships.
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6.2.2.4 Internet Generation Choice of Charity
The younger generation, the Internet Generation are those individuals born after 1994.
iGen members are participatory and digital natives (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009).
Table 6.8 compares the types of NPOs that approached Gen Y and the types of NPOs
that Gen Y chose to donate to. iGen participants did not report many approaches and
consequently, not many donations, therefore it is difficult to make conclusions on the
iGen responses. However, one should question that amongst all the organisations from
so many different fields as reported earlier, why iGen participants were targeted by
cancer care/research organisations? It is an intriguing question.

Table 6.8: Conversion Rate for iGen in Response to the Approaches
Type of NPOs

No of Donations to
No of Requests
the Requests

Conversion
rate from Ask
to donation

Red Cross

1

1

100.0%

Sports

1

1

100.0%

Cancer Care/Research

3

2

66.7%

Red Cross

1

0

0.0%

6.2.2.5 Overall Summary
This section described the way that Baby Boomer, Gen X and Gen Y participants were
approached by a similar range of NPOs, although there were some differences in the
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intensity of approaches per generation, it was identified that they responded differently
to these approaches. The impact of well-known NPOs amongst participants has also
been noticed, in particular those NPOs listed in the Superbrand list. Table 6.9 shows the
conversion rate of those Superbrand listed organisations, where the lowest conversion
rate is 50% for World Vision. Being a well-known brand appears to be an important
deciding aspect for participants to select an organisation to donate to.

Table 6.9: Conversion Rate for The Superbrands
Conversion
rate from Ask
to donation

Type of NPOs

No of Requests

No of Donations to
the Requests

Salvation Army

8

7

87.5%

Heart Foundation

6

5

83.3%

Red Cross

12

9

75.0%

World Vision

6

3

50.0%

Another interesting aspect is that Boomer participants tended to prefer health related
issues organisations, such as cancer and heart care/research, and this finding appears to
confirm the literature. A study in multi-cause giving identified a link between variety
seeking behaviour and individuals’ personal experience and age (Bennett 2012), which,
therefore, suggested that older individuals tend to prefer to add health related issues
organisations to their donation portfolio. Bennett (2012) further suggests that the latter
is due to the fact that older people tend to have experienced more distressing incidents
and therefore, support these types of charities. Although Bennett (2012) does not
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investigate generations, one could suggest that individuals from different generational
groups would prefer to donate to different types of health related organisations as they
age because according to Kotler et al (2010), a generation is a group of individuals who
share similar experiences according to their age. Boomers, currently, tend to support
cancer and heart care research organisations, but Gen X and Gen Y would probably
support health related NPOs other than cancer and heart care research NPOs.

6.2.3

What Motivates Generations to Donate

An important part of this thesis is the why question. After answering whether or not
they donated, and identifying the organisations they donated to in their actual giving
encounters, participants were encouraged to explain why they donated, using open
ended questions to best capture their motives, where 53 participants reported on 70
giving encounters. Table 6.10 show the number of giving encounters reported by each
generation.

Table 6.10: Number of Giving Encounters Reported by Each Generation

Reported Giving Encounters

Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Total

25

18

24

3

70

From the above reported giving encounters several themes emerged. Adapted from
Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) and Bendapudi et al (1996), the themes were divided in
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two main categories labelled as the “Egoistic” and the “Altruistic”. These themes were
then allocated in each respective category. As a result, two themes were categorised as
“Altruistic” motives and eight themes fell into the “Egoistic” motives. The two
categories, their respective themes and an example of each theme are presented in Table
6.11, and Table 6.12 shows the motives reported by each generational group. The
Internet Generation has just three cases, each case classified under one theme but they
provide thought provoking insights.

142

Table 6.11: Motives - The Themes That Emerged and Their Respective Examples
Main
Motives

Themes/Motives

Examples

Altruistic Utility

I regularly give to the Salvo Army when they
come around in the pub

Empathy

I don’t think soldiers get given enough from the
government in terms of monetary support.

Sympathy

One of the charity workers was wearing a koala
suit that looked cool, so I thought I would donate

Make difference

Feel sorry and wish to make a change for the
better / cure for the future

Self-interest Material

I purchased Christmas cards and calendars

Altruistic

Familial Utility
&
In Memoriam

a. Family history, $50 a month
b. I donate to cancer research as my mother died
from cancer

Egoistic

143

Self-Interest
Helper’s High

I felt really good about donating

Social Justice

I donated because it helps the less fortunate

Self-Interest
Avoiding Nonhelper’s Low

I donate because I felt peer pressure and I didn’t
want to look stingy

Table 6.12: Percentage of Motives that Each Generational Group Donated
Boomers
%

Gen X
%

Gen Y
%

iGen
%

Overall
Result
%

Altruism

34.6

36.7

41

0.0

35.7

Empathy

30.8

31.5

9.1

66.7

25.7

Sympathy

0.0

0.0

9.1

0.0

2.9

Make difference

3.8

5.3

0.0

0.0

2.9

Self-interest Material

7.8

5.3

9.1

0.0

7.1

Familial Utility

11.6

5.3

4.5

0.0

7.1

In Memoriam

3.8

5.3

4.5

0.0

4.3

Self-Interest
Helper’s High

3.8

5.3

9.1

0.0

5.7

Social Justice

3.8

5.3

9.1

0.0

5.7

Self-Interest
Avoiding Nonhelper’s Low

0.0

0.0

4.5

33.3

2.9

100

100

100

100

100

Themes

Altruistic

Egoistic

Total

6.2.3.1 Altruistic Motives
The Altruistic Reasons and Egoistic Reasons were adapted from Bendapudi et al (1996)
where it is stated that the motivation for helping may be egoistic or altruistic. It
describes the motivation for helping as altruistic when the motives for helping aim to
enhance the welfare of the needy without any benefit in return to the giver, or it is what
Polonsky et al (2002, p.71) calls “ideological giving”. In line with this thought, Guy and
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Patton (1989) suggest that individuals are motivated to help others because of egoistic
self-interest or altruism, and the latter is just the need to help others without
expectations of any reward in return. Three sub-themes emerged from the Altruistic
Motives, which are Altruism, Empathy, Sympathy and to Make a Difference and they
are described in turn.

6.2.3.1.1 Altruism
This theme describes those participants who donated without receiving any benefit and
what Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007) describe as “pure altruism” and Burnett and Wood
(1988, p.8) call “selfless giving”. The statements that best describe this behaviour are
following:
“The reason is that they are a recognised charity and I know my money will go
to a good cause” (Participant 25 – Boomer).
“I donated because Legacy is a worthy cause” (Participant 26 – Boomer).
“I regularly give to the Salvo Army when they come around in the pub”
(Participant 35 - Boomer)
“Yes I donated to the Heart Foundation when they knocked on my door”
(Participant 9 – Boomer).
“I usually give the Red Cross some change if I pass by them” (Participant 211 –
Boomer).
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6.2.3.1.2 Empathy
Studies have identified a relationship between empathy and altruistic behaviour (Burnett
& Wood 1988), additionally, supporting the recipient due to empathetic concerns has
also been considered as an altruistic motive (Polonsky, Shelley & Voola 2002).
Therefore, giving due to empathetic motives is classified under the altruistic motives
label. In line with this view, some participants reported that empathy with the needy had
encouraged them to provide the monetary support. This was identified in the following
statements:
“Don’t think soldiers get given enough from the government in terms of
monetary support” (Participants 172 – Gen X).
“I have donated previously to charities supporting children’s needs. I feel sorry
for children with disabilities or cancers for example” (Participant 52 - Boomer).
“The appeal of the school donation and I can relate as I have children”
(Participant 26 – Boomer).
“When I heard children mentioned I felt bad if I were to say no” (Participant 63
Gen X).
“I donate to Heart Foundation because I have had heart surgery” (Participant 26
- Boomer).
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6.2.3.1.3 Sympathy
“Sympathy” is adapted from Sargeant (1999) and Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007),
which suggest that sympathy in fundraising appeals may engender individuals
propensity to donate. This behaviour is described in the following statements:
“Feel sorry and wish to make a change for the better / cure for the future”
(Participant 59 - Boomer).
“They explained the charity well and I like to help children” (Participant 135 –
Gen Y).

6.2.3.1.4 Making a Difference
Adapted from the Duncan’s (2004, p.2159) “Impact Philanthropy”, also considered as
another form to express altruism, describes the behaviour of those individuals who
value making a difference.

This expression of altruism is demonstrated by those

individuals who want to see the impact of their contributions by giving to NPOs or
direct to the needy. This behaviour is described in the following participants’
statements:
“I like Rotary. I trust that they will use the money effectively and they do not
pay for people to stand on the street and collect money” (Participant 121 – Gen
Y).
“It was a great way to get the school involved in donating to a good cause”
(Participant 99 – Gen Y).
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The “Make a Difference” theme describes that some participants donated in their giving
encounters because they want to personally “make a difference”.
In sum, four types of altruistic motives were identified in this study, where one was
called “altruism”, “empathy”, “sympathy” and “make a difference”. Overall “altruism’
was the reason that most participants donated followed by the empathetic reasons,
except for Gen Y participants. Interestingly, just 9.1% of Gen Y respondents donated
for empathetic reasons, which is well below the overall rate and also any other
generation rate. Only Boomers and Gen X participants were interested to “make a
difference” and only Gen Y donated for sympathetic reasons (Refer to Table 6.12).

6.2.3.2 The Egoistic Motives
As highlighted earlier, the Egoistic Motives were adapted from Bendapudi et al (1996).
The Egoistic Motives describe those individuals who aim to increase their own welfare
and they are driven by two types of motivators. It describes those individuals who are
motivated by being rewarded for helping or to avoid punishment for not helping, in
which the motivating aspects could be tangible, intangible and psychological benefits.
The themes classified under the Egoistic Motives are listed in Table 6.40 and they are
described in the following sections.
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6.2.3.2.1 Self-interest Material
The Self-interest Material theme was adapted from Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) and
Sargeant et al (2006), which suggest that the process of giving is a result of selfish
economic considerations and that donors select NPOs to support on the basis of whether
they have received any benefit or they will receive any benefit in the future. Therefore,
in this study, those participants who donated because they were expecting or enticed by
some tangible benefit were fitted under the “Self-interest Material” theme. Participant
63, for instance, a Gen X female registered nurse with children, living on the coast and a
beach goer considered worthwhile to give $100 to the local surf life club to buy
equipment because she related it to her lifestyle and it may benefit her family in the
future:
“I was not in a hurry at the time and living on the coast I could relate to going to
the beach and thought it was worthwhile. It was a one off donation and was
quite expensive, raising money for equipment with donations at $50, $200 or
$600. Many people had used their credit card so I donated $100 with my card”
(Participant 63).
The same Participant 63 had once again donated in return for benefits, but this time in
return to some cookies, what she considered reasonable, as described in the following
statement:
“The chocolates were $1. So I thought I would buy one each for my sister and I”
(Participant 161 – Gen Y).
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Participant 48, a sales worker Baby Boomer female, reported three donations during the
three-week period, where in all three giving encounters she sought similar benefits, the
following three statements explain these behaviours:
“I purchased raffle tickets regularly from Greenacres”.
“I purchased raffle tickets regularly from the House with No Steps”.
“I purchased Christmas card and calendars every year [from Vision Australia]”.
The “Self-interest Material” theme classified those participants who donated expecting
to receive some sort of benefit from their support. Generation X has the lowest ratio in
“Self-interest Material” which may suggest that tangible benefits may not be the best
encouragement for this generation compared to other generations. Opposed to this,
members of the Gen Y generation appear to have sought tangible rewards more than any
other generation (Refer to Table 6.12).

6.2.3.2.2 Familial Utility
Familial Utility was adapted from Sargeant et al (2006), which suggests that some
donors may be motivated to support a particular NPO because of the need to
demonstrate some affinity with loved ones, family members or friends. Consequently,
those participants who are classified under this theme donated to support friends or
family members and it is clearly expressed in the following statements:
“I donated because a work colleague who made the request is a Breast Cancer
Survivor and it was a cause worth donating for” (Participant 66 – Gen X).
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“I bought a bear, my mother in law as well, because a number of close friends
have breast cancer so I definitely have an affinity to Breast Cancer research”
(Participant 15 - Boomer).
“I donated to support a friend, and it was one off donation” (Participant 132 –
Gen Y).
“I donated because of family history, it was $50 a month” (Participant 59 Boomer).
The above statements demonstrated that some participants donated seeking familial
utilities, where Boomers appeared to have responded more to friends and family
requests than any other generation. From the Familial Utility theme, a sub-theme has
also emerged, which is labelled “In Memoriam”.

6.2.3.2.2.1 In Memoriam
The “In Memoriam” theme was adapted from Routley, Hudson and Sargeant (2013),
which suggests that there is a link between bereavement and in memoriam charitable
donations, in particular those causes/NPOs related to the deceased, where in memoriam
giving may help the bereaved to maintain a bond with the deceased and give meaning
to their life with purposeful activities. This behaviour is described in the following
statements:
“I donate to certain charities which mean something to me e.g. Cancer research
as my mother died from cancer” (Participant 67 - Gen X).
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“If the charity has some sort of emotional resonance with me then I am more
likely to donate, for instance if it were to fight a disease that had taken a loved
one from me” (Participant158 - Gen Y).
“I rarely donate. Mainly to Cancer Council, but usually I support them by
buying their branded products. Mainly because I have known many people that
have passed away due to cancer related causes” (Participant 33 Boomer).
Some participants were encouraged to donate to charity as part of their bereavement and
maintain a bond with the deceased. This donation motivation has recently been
suggested for the first time in the literature by Routley, Hudson and Sargeant (2013).

6.2.3.2.3 Self-Interest Helper’s High
The “Self-Interest Helper’s High” theme was adapted from Sargeant et al (2006), which
suggests that donors can also obtain utility from donations because of the hedonistic
rewards they may receive as a result of their experience of donating in their giving
encounter, or what Bennett and Gabriel (1999) calls “helpers’ high”. Therefore, those
participants categorised under this theme were those who had received some
psychological benefits from the emotions they experienced during their giving
encounters. The statements that address these points are the following:
“I gave one-off donation, $5, I felt really good about donating” (Participant 29 Boomer).
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“I knew how the organisation operated and it was a pleasant experience. They
made me feel appreciated” (Participant 75 Gen X).
In sum, the above statements express how those participants who donated received
emotional utilities. Emotional Utility was stronger between members of the Generation
Y than the other generations, in particular members of the Generation X.

6.2.3.2.4 Social Justice
The “Social Justice” theme was adapted from the Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) which
suggests that when individuals notice that their belief in a just world is threatened they
may feel motivated to respond to restore their faith in a just world. The statements that
best describe these feelings are set out below:
“I donated because it helps the less fortunate” (Participant 103 – Gen Y).
“It was a worthwhile cause that saves people’s lives” (Participant 93 – Gen X).
“Yes, because I just feel that the disabled are quite neglected in this country and
I thought that supporting them to get to the Paralympics – we have like an
obligation” (Participant 22 - Boomer).
This section describes the feelings of those participants who wanted to restore their faith
in a just world, and for this reason, they donated in their giving encounters.
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6.2.3.2.5 Self-Interest: Avoiding Non-helper’s Low
The “Self-interest: Avoiding Non-helper’s Low was adapted from Bennett and Gabriel
(1999) and Batson et al. (1988), which suggests that individuals could be egoistically
motivated to donate to charities just to avoid any punishment for not donating or reduce
any personal distress that might be experienced during the giving encounter.
“In this case I did as I had some money on me at the time. The amount I donated
was just the gold coins I had readily available. I felt obligated to donate as I find
it hard to say no face to face with someone as opposed to on the phone or over
the internet” (Participant 192 - iGen).
“I decided to donate because I felt peer pressure and I didn’t want to look stingy
when everyone else was donating” (Participant 95 – Gen Y).
Self-interest: Avoiding Non-helper’s Low” was labelled in this study to describe those
participants who donated just to avoid any type of punishment for not donating, which,
therefore, supports the literature.

6.2.3.3 Implications of the Motives to Donate
Altruistic Motives, in particular Altruism and Empathy were the main reasons
participants donated, regardless which generation they belonged to. Fundraisers would
be able to target a large donor market by designing messages with altruistic and
empathetic motives. On the other hand the response could be improved by designing
messages with different motives. Baby Boomers would be motivated with Familial
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Utility and In Memoriam messages, in particular if they are from health related NPOs.
Additionally, targeting Generation Y fundraisers should design different messages with
different range of motives, once it is suggested that Yers respond to various different
motives.

6.2.4

How Generations Decide the Amount of Money They Donate in Their
Giving Encounters

An examination of the literature showed that there was very little empirical evidence
concerning how individuals decide the amount of money they give to charities. This
section explains how participants decided upon the amount they donated in their giving
encounters. Participants reported how they made their decisions from 36 giving
encounters. Table 6.13 shows the themes which emerged from their statements and an
example of each the respective statements. Table 6.14 shows the percentages of each
theme reported by generations. These themes are described in turn.
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Table 6.13: The Themes Emerged About How Generations Decide the Amount they
Donate and their Respective Examples
Theme

Examples

Based on how much I has in my wallet

I decided the amount depending what was
in my wallet at the time

Based on what was asked

The charity specified how much to donate.

Based on what was reasonable

The amount depended on what I thought
was reasonable

Based on how much they donated

I decided to donate the amount based on
what other people had donated

Table 6.14: Percentage of Each Theme by Generation and Overall Sample Result
Themes

Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall %

My wallet

50.0%

23.1%

72.7%

50.0%

47.2%

What was asked

30.0%

30.8%

18.2%

0.0%

25.0%

Reasonable

20.0%

38.5%

0.0%

0.0%

19.4%

How much they
donated

0.0%

7.7%

9.1%

50.0%

8.3%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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6.2.4.1 Based on how much I have in my wallet
The “based on how much I have in my wallet” theme was the most common response
with 17 cases and mostly amongst those participants who made a one off donation. This
type of response was given by those participants who decided the amount to donate
based on the amount of money they had at the moment in the giving encounter, and did
not appear to be related to budgeting.
The statements that best describe this situation are the following:
“I decided based on how much money I had in my wallet” (Participant 26 Boomer).
“I decided the amount depending what was in my wallet at the time” (Participant
103 – Gen Y).
“I had $3 in coins in my wallet, so that’s what I donated” (Participant 161 – Gen
Y).
“I checked my purse and donated $20” (Participant 25 - Boomer).
“I donated a couple of dollars because that was the change in my wallet at the
time” (Participant 114 – Gen Y).
“The amount I donated was just the gold coins I had readily available”
(Participant 192 - iGen).
This theme was the most common response for this question and was reported in 17
giving encounters. As Table 6.14 shows, Gen X has the lowest rate of participants who
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decided the amount they donated based on the amount of money they had in their wallet
and did not identify any specific reason for that. All the remaining generations have
50% of their members who had this behaviour.

6.2.4.2 Based on what was asked
Some participants decided the amount to donate based on the amount of money they
were asked for or suggested at the request, in particular for those one-off donations and
face-to-face in public places requests. The statements that best describe these situations
are listed below:
“The price was already determined, I purchased a pen” (Participant 34 Boomer).
“The badge was worth $20” (Participant 172 – Gen X).
“They were only asking for $2 and all was going to charity” (Participant 173 –
Gen Y).
“The chocolates were $1. So I thought I would buy one each for my sister and
me” (Participant 161 – Gen Y).
“The amount given in the past came about that the amount by what most
charities asked for, but most I have encountered have been raffle charities”
(Participant 11 - Boomer).
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This theme was reported in 9 giving encounters and was the second most common
theme. Interestingly, younger generations have the lowest response rate in this theme,
where iGen simply did not report any decision on this matter and only 18.2% of Gen Y
reported this theme while Boomers and Gen X all reported above the 30% rate.
Therefore, one could conclude that, once again the family life cycle theory would
impact on generations (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009), where members of the older
generations who, in theory, are supposed to have larger disposable income, would
respond positively to a suggested amount of money to donate, as opposed to younger
generations who, in theory, are supposed to have less disposable income and
consequently cannot afford to give as much. For instance, a Gen Y male student
reported the following behaviour: “I gave a small donation only because I am a student
and couldn’t afford a big amount” (Participant 135 – Gen Y). Finally, this theme
reports a behaviour predicted by practitioners, who recommend NPOs suggesting a
range of options in the appeals (Klein 2001b).

6.2.4.3 Based on what is reasonable
Based on what was reasonable, was the strategy that some participants used to decide
the amount they donated. It is difficult to conclude what those participants actually
meant to be “reasonable”, but they definitively decided what appeared to be a fair
amount to donate and what tended to be a small amount. This was reported mostly
face-to-face in public places giving encounters. This is well described in the following
statements:
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“The amount depended on what I thought was reasonable – usually though it’s
just the price of one raffle” (Participant 11 - Boomer).
“The cookies were two for $2, and at that price I don’t think it is unreasonable
so I bought 4 cookies” (Participant 63 - Gen X).
“I could only donate $10 as I have limited disposable income” (Participant 26 Boomer).
This section examines the theme “based on what is reasonable”, which was reported
only by Boomers and Gen X participants. It is not very clear what participants meant by
the word “reasonable”, however, the idea of a “reasonable amount” appears to be the
perception of what is exchanged in the giving encounter, and might be explained by the
Resource Exchange Theory. From the Resource Exchange Theory, Burnett and Wood
(1988) suggest that in donation behaviour it is important that the resources exchanged
(reward and cost for helping) should be perceived as similar. Additionally, Piliavin and
Piliavin (1969) identified that the response for help is a function of a cost-rewards
matrix, where it suggests that when the costs to the victim are low, helping decreases as
costs for helping increase, when costs for helping are low, helping increases as costs for
the victim increase, if costs for both are high, the victim receives indirect help or no
help. Therefore, one could conclude that a “reasonable amount” depends on the donor’s
perception of the need and the cost/rewards for helping. Interestingly, Piliavin and
Piliavin (1969) also suggest that it is a selfish behaviour, instead of altruistic, however,
the findings suggest a different behaviour. A cross-tabulating analysis indicated that
most participants who decided the amount of money to donate was based on “what is
reasonable” were motivated by altruistic reasons and not egoistic motives
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6.2.4.4 Based on how much others donated
Some participants decided the amount they should donate based on the amount of
money other individuals donated. They paid attention on the individuals’ behaviour and
tried to behave similarly. This is best described in the following statements:
“I decided to donate the amount based on what other people had donated”
(Participant 187 - iGen).
“I didn’t want to look stingy when everyone else was donating” (Participant 95 Gen Y).
Interestingly, one participant has also noticed that other donors were using their credit
card and so she did:
“It was a one off donation and was quite expensive, raising money for
equipment with donations at $50, $200 or $600. Many people had used their
credit card so I donated $100 with my card” (Participant 63 - Gen X).
This section explained that some participants decided how to donate based on other
individuals donation behaviour and interestingly, despite the fact that there are not many
responses in this theme, they are mostly reported by members of younger generations
(Refer to Table 6.14).
This concludes section 6.2.4, which describes how participants decided the amount of
money to donate. “Based on what was reasonable” was the most cited theme for
Generation X, as opposed to Generation Y when theme was not mentioned at all. On the
other hand, most Yers decided the amount of money to donate based on how much they
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had in their wallet or pocket. Therefore, it could be assumed that individuals from
different generational groups may decide differently the amount of money they donate.

6.2.5

Frequencies of Donations in the Generations’ Giving Encounters

The literature has highlighted the increase in popularity for forms of regular giving, in
particular in the US, however little is understood about individual preferences for
ongoing or occasional giving to charities, specifically in countries other than United
States (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007). Reports from practitioners have identified an
increase in face-to-face fundraising activities on streets recruiting long term donors
(Iskra 2009), however it is unknown whether generations prefer ongoing or one-off
donations. This section describes the type of donations that participants decided to give,
which means whether they made one-off donations or if they committed themselves into
ongoing and long-term support. Figure 6.2 shows the percentage of giving encounters in
which participants made one-off and ongoing donations. It indicates that 47 participants
donated one-off donations and 13 respondents committed themselves to long term
support. Thus, the great majority of participants made one-off donations rather than
ongoing support.
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Figure 6.2: Percentage of Ongoing and One-off donations

Ongoing
22%

One-off
78%

Table 6.15: Distribution of Types of Donations per Generation and Overall Response
Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall Response

One-off

72.7%

62.5%

94.7%

100.0%

78.3%

Ongoing

27.3%

37.5%

5.3%

0.0%

21.7%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

A cross tabulation was conducted between generations and the type of donation. Table
6.15 shows the percentage that each type of donation represents in each generation,
where Boomers tend to follow the overall trend. On the other hand, the great majority of
Generation Y notably chose more one-off donations and less ongoing support, which
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might be explained by the fact that 63.3% of Gen Y members were students, who,
reportedly, tended to have less disposable income.
It is important to note that iGen did not make any ongoing donation, which is probably
owing to their age, because during the interview phase in 2011, the oldest member of
the Internet Generation was 17 years old. According to the Fundraising Institute
Australia (2013) Principles and Standards of Fundraising Practice, a fundraiser should
“not approach a person under the age of 18 with the intention of seeking a donation” in
face-to-face fundraising activities. Additionally, the findings indicated that iGens were
approached by fundraisers only face-to-face, in public places and when doorknocking.
Therefore, their younger age would probably indicate the reason why they did not sign
up for any long term support.
Another cross tabulation was conducted to analyse the generations’ behaviour for either
ongoing or one-off donations. Table 6.16 shows that over 90% of all ongoing donations
were made by members of two generations, Baby Boomer and X generations, while just
over 70% of the all one-off donations were made by members of the Baby Boomers and
Y generations.
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Table 6.16: Distribution of One-off and Ongoing Donations Amongst Generations
Generations

One-off

Ongoing

Boomers

34%

46.2%

Gen X

21.3%

46.2%

Gen Y

38.3%

7.7%

iGen

6.4%

0.0%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

In order to identify any additional trend, a cross tabulation analysis was then conducted
between what motivated participants to donate and the types of donations they made.
The results from Table 6.17 show the motives that participants signed up for long term
support to NPOs. Although altruistic reasons were the main motivating factors for both
one-off and ongoing donations, for ongoing support it was much higher, particularly for
“empathy” and “make a difference” motives. Additionally, the egoistic reasons that they
donated were mostly “Familial Utility” followed by “Make a Difference”.
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Table 6.17: The Reasons Participants Made Ongoing Donations
Ongoing Donations
Theme

Altruistic

Ratio
Empathy

30.8%

Altruism

23.1%

Make difference

23%

Familial Utility

15.4%

Social Justice

7.7%

Egoistic

Table 6.18 shows the reasons that participants made one-off donations. Similar to
ongoing donations, the main motivating factors for one-off donations were also
altruistic. However, it was less intense compared to ongoing donations and the egoistic
motives were, therefore, more intense and various in motives.
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Table 6.18: The Reasons Participants Made One-off Donations
One-off Donations
Theme

Ratio
Altruism

38.3%

Empathy

23.4%

Sympathy

2.1%

Make difference

2.1%

Self-interest Material

10.6%

Self-Interest Emotional Positive

6.4%

Social Justice

6.4%

Familial Utility

6.4%

Self-interest Emotional Negative

4.3%

Altruistic

Egoistic

Another cross tabulation analysis was conducted between the types of donations and how
participants decided the amount of money they donated (Refer to Table 6.19). The
decisions for the amount of money for ongoing donations were basically based on what
NPOs asked for, which is in line with practitioners’ literature that recommends NPOs to
ask for a range of options and individuals select one of them (Klein 2001b). For those
one-off donations participants decided mostly based on what they have in their wallet at
that moment followed by how much was asked.
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Table 6.19: Types of Donations and How Participants Decided the Amount of Money
Themes

One-off

Ongoing

Based on my wallet

55.2%

0.0%

Based on what was asked

17.2%

60.0%

Based on what was reasonable

17.2%

40.0%

How much they donated

10.3%

0.0%

To sum up, the great majority of participants made one-off donations and just 22%
committed themselves to long-term support. The literature indicates that 16% of
individuals were committed to ongoing donations and 31% supported in both ways
regularly and occasionally (Department of Family and Community Services 2005).
Therefore, while one could consider that 22% is a small number, it is actually an
interesting result, because 22% of participants were recruited for long-term support.
Considering that the average of long-term support is of five years (Klein 2001b;
McKinnon 1999) it could be concluded that it is an excellent result. It appears that
NPOs in Australia are moving towards the increase of long-term support once
practitioners have reported an increasing number of fundraisers recruiting regular
donors (Iskra 2009). In the United States regular donors represents over 40% of the
NPOs income (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).
This section concludes the participants’ donation experiences in the giving encounters
they had in the three-week period prior to the interview. It has discussed the type of
charities to which they donated, reasons they donated, how they decided the amount
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they donated and finally, what generations donated, whether it was one-off or ongoing
support. The following sections explain how generations like and dislike to be asked for
donations

6.3

How Generations Like to be Asked for Donations

In the review of the literature it was identified that there are some fundraising methods
that are liked and others disliked by individuals. Additionally the literature has also
suggested that “more sophisticated fundraising techniques” have been used by NPOs
(Department of Family and Community Services 2005), particularly those via digital
channels (cf Miller 2009; Saxton & Wang 2013). However, not much attention has been
given on how generations like and dislike to be asked including these so called “more
sophisticated fundraising techniques”. This section delves into the different fundraising
methods preferred by the members of each generational group. From a list of 20
different options, participants were asked to identify the methods they liked to be
approached by NPOs. Table.6.20 ranks the fundraising methods by generation.
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Table 6.20: The Ranking of Fundraising Methods by Generation
Fundraising Methods

Boomer %

Gen X %

Gen Y %

iGen %

Face-to-face in public places

13

15

9

13

TV ads/program

13

11

11

14

Events

10

0

7

9

Mail/letter box

9

10

5

6

Radio ads/program

8

5

6

9

Face-to-face doorknocking

7

7

5

5

Merchandising

6

7

6

5

Newspaper ads/inserts

6

8

4

4

Websites

5

5

6

3

Email

4

5

3

0

Social network media

4

3

9

10

Magazines ads/inserts

3

5

4

5

Back of buses

2

1

4

2

Billboards

2

1

5

3

Bus stop

2

4

4

2

Phone call

2

4

3

0

Train stations

2

4

3

3

Cinema

1

1

3

5

Online newsletter

1

4

3

2

Total

100

100

100

100
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Chi-square tests were conducted to identify any possible association between
generations and fundraising methods. The results from Table 6.21 indicate that there are
significant differences between generations’ preferences for social network media and
websites as fundraising methods.

Table 6.21: Chi-square Results of Social Network Media and Websites
Fundraising Method

Chi-Square Value

P<0.05

Social Network Media

23.422

0.000

Websites

8.473

0.037

Table 6.22 shows the generations observed and expected percentage for Social Network
Media, where Generation Y and Internet Generation observed percentages are much
higher than the expected percentages based on the number of participants of these
generations. On the other hand, Boomers and Gen X observed percentages are much
lower than the expected percentage. Therefore, it would be expected that requests for
donations made via social network media would have higher response rates from
members of the Internet and Y generations as opposed to Boomers and Gen X.

171

Table 6.22: Social Network Media and Generations
Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Total

Observed %

13.5

5.8

59.6

21.2

100

Expected %

28.8

19.3

37.3

14.6

100

Table 6.23 presents the Generations observed and expected preference percentages of
websites as a fundraising method, where the Generation Y observed percentage is
higher than their expected percentage while for the remaining generations the observed
percentages are smaller than the expected percentage. Interestingly, despite the fact that
iGen members appear to respond to the online Social Network Media, it does not appear
to be the same for websites, which is another online option. It would be expected that
requests for donations via websites targeting different generations would have results
similar to the observed percentages.

Table 6.23: Websites and Generations
Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Total

Observed %

25.6

10.3

56.4

7.7

100

Expected %

28.8

19.3

37.3

14.6

100

It is important to highlight that, because the above two fundraising methods impact
differently in each generational group, it affects the generations’ preferences for the
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others’ fundraising methods. Further, the generations’ preferences are discussed in turn
including the fundraising methods that represent the 50% range of their preferences.

6.3.1

Boomers’ Preferences

The five fundraising methods presented in Table 6.24, represent 53.7% of the Baby
Boomers preferences. Baby Boomers grew up with traditional media, where television
and radio ads and direct sales played an important role (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009).
This may be the reason that face-to-face in public places and TV ads come on the top of
the list.
Participants were also encouraged to reflect on their responses about the fundraising
methods and report their thoughts. Although the statements were not generalizable, they
provided some thought provoking reflections, which are presented in turn.
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Table 6.24: Top Five Fundraising Methods Preferred by Baby Boomers
Fundraising Method

Preferences %

Face-to-face in public places

13.2

TV ads/program

13.2

Events

10

Mail/letter box

8.9

Radio ads/program

8.4

Others

46.3

Total

100

It is suggested that for some Boomers the social interaction between them and the
requestor is an important element in their decision to donate. This attitude is described
in the following statements:
“I like to have that physical presence of someone who is working on behalf of
the charity” (Participant 38 - Boomer).
“Face-to-face is the most effective in getting donations” (Participant 10 Boomer).
“Face-to-face is more personal, takes the marketing out of it” (Participant 26 Boomer ).
“Face-to-face door knocking works the best” (Participant 174 - Boomer).
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There are some Boomers who had actually stressed the importance of the ask, where, in
the following statements, they make it very clear that it was not just about the
interaction but they actually preferred to be asked for donations:
“I like them to come and ask me, a personal interaction for donations”
(Participant 35 - Boomer).
“I only ever put money in tins when people ask” (Participant 3 - Boomer).
Having the Baby Boomers as the target market, it appears to be that the traditional
media are the most recommended way to get their attention and the consequent
donation, where advertising should be supported by some sort of personal interaction.

6.3.2

Generation Xers’ Preferences

Similar to Baby Boomers, Generation X members have also grown up with traditional
media like TV, radio, newspapers and magazine ads (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009).
This would probably explain the reasons all traditional media such as newspapers and
TV ads, face-to-face interactions, mail/letter box are on the top of their preferences, as
presented in Table 6.25.
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Table 6.25: Top Five Fundraising Methods Preferred by Generation X
Fundraising Methods

Preferences %

Face-to-face in public places

14.7

TV ads/program

11.2

Mail/letter box

9.5

Newspaper ads/inserts

7.8

Face-to-face doorknocking

6.9

Others

49.9

Total

100

Different from the Boomers reflections, a theme has emerged from the Generation X
reflections. Although face-to-face in a public place comes on top of the Gen X’s
preferences, it is very clear that, antagonistically, Generation X participants prefer nonintrusive approaches and this attitude is well described in the following statements:
“I don’t like invasiveness or obnoxious campaigns. Public streets and music
festivals are appropriate places” (Participant 65 – Gen X).
“I don’t like to be called and confronted but I like to see who I’m speaking to”
(Participant 211 – Gen X).
“I generally prefer the non-invasive ways however I do think face-to-face is
more effective” (Participant 89 – Gen X).
“Non-intrusive methods” (Participant 77 – Gen X).
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“I like to be asked politely but not badgered” (Participant 71 – Gen X).
“I like it to be very personal” (Participant 81 – Gen X).
“Often personalised” (Participant 74 – Gen X).
In sum, Generation X participants responded to traditional media similarly to Boomers,
however, when it moves to a personal interaction, it should to be polite and noninvasive. Therefore, it could be suggested that NPOs could apply similar fundraising
methods, in particular the so called traditional media to targeting individuals from the X
Generation.

6.3.3

Generation Yers’ Preferences

Although TV ads and face-to-face in public places methods are also the top two most
preferred fundraising methods for Gen Y participants, which is similar to the previous
two generations, an interesting trend emerged from this generation. While for all the
others generations under investigation the top five fundraising methods reached the 50%
range of preferences, Generation Y participants spread their preferences amongst
additional and different fundraising methods, in particular the virtual media, and needed
seven methods to reach the 50% range, as showed in Table 6.26. Social Network Media
and Websites were reported important fundraising methods for participants of the Y
generation as opposed to those from the Baby Boomer and X generations. This Gen Y’s
attitude might be explained by the fact that Generation Y members are considered
“digital natives” because they grew up with interactive media (McCrindle & Wolfinger
2009), which included Social Network Media and Websites.
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Table 6.26: Top Seven Fundraising Methods Preferred by Generation Y
Fundraising Methods

Preferences %

TV ads/program

10.9

Face-to-face in public places

8.9

Social network media

8.9

Events

7.2

Websites

6.3

Merchandising

6.3

Radio ads/program

5.7

Others

45.8

Total

100

An interesting statement describes how important word-of-mouth is for Generation Y
members, which is also in line with the literature (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009) and
not just word-of-mouth but also electronic word-of-mouth:
“I like social media because it’s non-invasive and mostly friends are asking”
(Participant 132 – Gen Y).
“Friend approached me for sponsoring her. I don’t like to be asked but if I am
through personal friends is always best” (Participant 151 - Gen Y).
The Generation Y breaks into a wider range of media options and likely, options for
more creative fundraising approaches when moving away from the traditional media to
explore the virtual world. NPOs should be aware of it and explore online options such
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as FundRazr (ConnectionPoint Systems 2013), Mycause (The Giving Network Pty
2014), Causes (Causes 2013), SponsorMe (Charities Trust 2013), Justgiving
(JustGiving n.d.), and encourage community fundraising amongst Generation Y.
Moreover, NPOs should also be aware that Gen Y needs to be attracted to “change
channels” and reminded of the need to support, probably, with some frequency.

6.3.4

Internet Generation’s Preferences

Table 6.27 shows that the TV ads are preferred by 14.2% of iGen participants, which is
similar to Boomers and Gen X preferences, but had higher participation of Social
Network Media, even higher than Gen Y. However, the percentage of iGen that prefer
TV is much higher than Gen Y, despite the fact that the literature suggests that the
Internet Generation has similar behaviour to Gen Y, as they grew up connected to the
virtual world and with interactive media (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009). According to
the Australian Bureau of Statistic (2013), TV watching was the activity on which
individuals at 15-17 years of age spent most time of all screen-based sedentary
activities: they spent almost one and a half hours per day watching TV in 2011/12. It is
important to note that, by the time of the interview in August 2011, the oldest member
of the iGen would be 17 years old, which matches to the age of the ABS’s report, which
could be the reason that iGen preference for TV is higher than the Gen Y counterpart.
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Table 6.27: Top Five Fundraising Methods Preferred by the Internet Generation
Fundraising Methods

Preferences %

TV ads/program

14.2

Face-to-face in public places

13.2

Social network media

10.4

Radio ads/program

8.5

Events

8.5

Others

45.2

Total

100

The reflections provided by iGen are mostly not very insightful and therefore not
generalizable, however they do express some typical behaviour of individuals in
younger ages. A female student gets scared to be approached by or approach fundraisers
and it is described in the following well reflected statement:
“I don’t like being approached, because it scares. Or going up to desks, is
intimidating. When people walk around with boxes they are really friendly.
Over the phone, if you have donated before, fine, if not, go away. On TV, I
don’t have the means of donating, but it raises awareness so if I saw the
organisation in the public place I might donate to them, but I don’t have the
means to pay over the phone. Facebook, I’ve never been asked on FB. How do
you get asked on FB? But you can like the foundation which raises awareness as
well. Like I can like McGrath foundation right now, they have over 260000
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likes. That’s support. You prefer giving money by your own choice rather than
asking. I like special events giving, because it’s a special day” (Participant 191 iGen).
It seems to be that the family lifecycle theory suggested by the literature (cf. McCrindle
& Wolfinger 2009) is also applicable to iGen participants, where Participant 191 for
instance, made it clear that she does not have the means to pay over the phone and
Participant 181 shows his priorities in life. Therefore, one could suggest that the
fundraising methods reported by iGen should be used more to raise awareness and build
relationship than proper fund raising. The following section explains how generations
do not like to be asked for donations.

6.4

How Generations Do Not Like to be Asked for Donations

This section describes the fundraising methods that participants do not like to be
approached by. Chi-square tests were conducted to identify any possible association
between generations and fundraising methods. The results indicated that there are no
associations between generations and 9 fundraising methods. Therefore, members of all
generations under investigation think similarly and do not like to be approached by the
same fundraising methods with similar intensity. Table 6.28, presents the top five
fundraising methods that participants from all generations do not like.
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Table 6.28: The Ranking of Fundraising Methods That Participants Do Not Like
Ranking

Fundraising Method

Frequencies %

1st

Phone call

19.7

2nd

Face-to-face doorknocking

15.2

3rd

Face-to-face in public places

12.2

4th

Email

7.2

5th

Mail/letter box

4.6

Not surprisingly, phone call is the most unpopular amongst all fundraising methods
which is in line with findings of early studies (Department of Family and Community
Services 2005). The following statement describes this feeling:
“Nothing worse than a phone call when you are having dinner. Also the time
pressure of being called over to donate” (Participant 63 - Gen X).
Table 6.28 shows that face-to-face doorknocking and in public places were similarly
disliked by most participating generations. And it is important to note that the Chisquare tests identified that there are no significant differences between generations and
these methods, both, doorknocking and public places.
However, it was identified some ambivalent attitudes towards these fundraising
methods because some participants reported conflicting feelings. These participants like
being approached by one face-to-face method, but dislike being approached by the other
face-to-face method. The results indicate that those participants who do like to be
approached in public places tend to dislike doorknocking. On the other hand, however,
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the reverse is not true, because just a very small number of those participants who like
being approached at home, dislike it in public places. And those who dislike in public
places tend to dislike any form of face-to-face method and personal interactions in
general.
As a result, an in depth data analysis was conducted on the statements, but no strong
and apparent reason or trend was identified to fully justify this ambivalence. However,
the findings do suggest that doorknocking invades personal space. Three participants
reported that they like face-to-face in public places, but dislike doorknocking, where
their dislike for the doorknocking method is clearly addressed in the following
statements:
“I don’t like to have my personal time and privacy invaded e.g. phone calls, door
knocking” (Participant 71).
“I don’t like to be taken out of their comfort zone e.g. door knocking. I feel this
example is intrusive and therefore less likely to give donations” (Participant
107)
“I don’t appreciate the “door knocking” appeals they are in your face and in your
personal space” (Participant 176)
“I don’t like to have my personal time and privacy invaded e.g. phone calls, door
knocking” (Participant 71 - Gen X).
This section described that door-knocking and phone calls are the most disliked
fundraising methods by all generations under investigation. Further, some participants
reported their reflections and their thought provoking statements are presented in turn.
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6.4.1

The Intrusiveness Factor

“Intrusive” or “invasive” are two words repeated by several participants to describe
some fundraising methods. These terms were used to describe several approaches, from
face-to-face in public places to mail or even email requests, but despite the statements’
giving some idea on what participants consider “invasive” or “intrusive”, the results do
not make it very clear. The following presents some remarks:
“I find these methods [phone call, face-to-face in public places and
doorknocking] intrusive and annoying” (Participant 30 – Boomer).
“These methods are too intrusive and take up my time. I don’t want people to be
calling me or emailing me to get donations. If I want to donate, I’ll go to them”
(Participant 187 – iGen).
The literature does actually mention invasive fundraising techniques, but it considers
invasive only two fundraising methods, phone calls, and face-to-face in public places
made by paid canvassers. Additionally, the literature does report donors preference for
face-to-face doorknocking, which is described neither as intrusive or not intrusive
(Department of Family and Community Services 2005), and also that individuals were
not unhappy about being approached at home (Sargeant & Hudson 2008). Nevertheless,
these results from the literature on face-to-face doorknocking are opposed to the
findings of this study, where face-to-face doorknocking was slammed by most
participants from all generations, who listed it the second most invasive and intrusive
fundraising method. The statements that best describe this feeling are the following:
“I hate it when people doorknocking! (Participant 117 – Gen Y).
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“Doorknocking is a MAJOR invasion of privacy!” (Participant 34 - Boomer).
“I don’t like people coming to my home and knocking at the door I feel
pressured” (Participant 83 – Gen X).
“The most inconvenient is face-to-face doorknocking” (Participant 90 – Gen X).
For some participants, however, the circumstances of the approach appear to be invasive
rather than the fundraising method. For instance, although phone calls were considered
the most invasive method, some participants reported that phone calls would be
acceptable once the permission for the phone call was previously given. This situation is
described in the following statement:
“It is okay phone calls from known charities who call regularly because they are
selected by me” (Participant 11 - Boomer).
There is also a circumstance when face-to-face doorknocking is not considered invasive,
and it is when the approach is done in appropriate time:
“Face to face is okay, but can be annoying. Depends on if it is done at an
appropriate time e.g. not during dinner or when I am studying” (Participant 122
– Gen Y).
In line with the literature, the circumstance when doorknocking could be acceptable is
when participants are made aware about the doorknocking appeal by some form of
advertising (Department of Family and Community Services 2005). It is well described
in the following statements:
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“Some face-to-face doorknocking like Red Shield is ok. You know that they are
coming” (Participant).
“I like to know in advance that people will be coming around on a certain day
e.g. Salvation Army Red Shield appeal” (Participant 23 - Boomer).
Finally, a small number of participants provided deeper reflections on their consideredinvasive methods, where, from one side, they described them as invasive but from
another side they reported them as being the method in response to which they most
donated, as explained in the following statements:
“I wrote door-to-door only because I feel that is my personal space, although in
saying that, I generally always donate when someone knocks at the door because
there is a physical aspect to the request and I agree with charities that this is
quite effective. So while I would prefer not to be asked this way, I completely
understand why it is necessary” (Participant 9 - Boomer).
“I find being asked in person often invasive, but in saying that I think it is
successful as I've donated at times before due to the immediacy” (Participant
158- Gen Y)
“Although I do not like it face-to-face method is probably when I give the most”
(Participant 193 - iGen).
In short, invasiveness or intrusiveness seems to be an important issue for participants
who dislike some fundraising methods. Therefore, this study has pointed out the
problem of intrusiveness, the literature identified that doorknocking appeals were
traditionally used by NPOs and conducted by volunteers to collect small cash (Sargeant
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& Hudson 2008), and this study confirms that some participants are open to being
approached by the NPOs listed as “Superbrands”.

6.5

Conclusion

Chapter 6 provided an understanding of the individuals’ experiences in Giving
Encounters. The chapter described the giving experiences of individuals from the Baby
Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y and Internet Generation (iGen) in
Australia.
They donated to a variety of NPOs from different fields of activity, however, wellknown NPOs such as Salvation Army, Red Cross and World Vision, which were listed
as top brands by Superbrands (1999, 2002, 2005, 2011) were recalled by individuals
from all generations.
From Altruistic to Egoistic reasons, the motives generations donated varied. The
primary reasons that individuals from all generations donated are Altruistic. Of the
Egoistic reasons, it is important to highlight that Boomers tend to donate seeking
Familial Utility and their support is mostly related to friends or family members and
NPOs from the health related field of activity. Self-interest tends to be the egoistic
reason that Gen Y members tend to donate, where they may seek for some tangible
benefit or emotional benefit in their giving encounter such as “helper’s high”.
Face-to-face in public places and TV advertising are the top two fundraising methods
preferred by individuals from all generations, which are usually used in traditional
fundraising campaigns. However, an association between online methods and Gen Y
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and iGen members was identified, where they tend to prefer to receive requests for
donations through Social Network Media and Websites.
On the other hand, individuals do not like being asked for donations over the phone and
doorknocking, with no differences between generations. Surprisingly, the third least
preferred fundraising method of request is face-to-face in public place, which is also
part of the top two most preferred fundraising methods. Therefore, care should be taken
to use face-to-face in public places once it is liked and disliked by a large sample
proportion of individuals.
The great majority of participants made one-off donations and just 22% committed
themselves into long-term support. The literature indicates that 16% of individuals were
committed to ongoing donations and 31% supported in both ways regularly and
occasionally (Department of Family and Community Services 2005). Therefore, while
one could consider that 22% is a small number, it is actually an interesting result,
because 22% of participants were recruited for long-term support. Considering that the
average for long-term support is five years (Klein 2001b; McKinnon 1999) it could be
concluded that it is an excellent result. It appears that NPOs in Australia are moving
towards the increase of long-term support once practitioners have reported an increasing
number of fundraisers recruiting regular donors (Iskra 2009). In the United States
regular donors represents over 40% of the NPOs income (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007).
Practitioners looking to recruit regular donors should consider the donor market and the
message to target individuals. For instance, Boomers and Gen X tend to respond well to
regular donations and altruistic motives, they may respond to egoistic motives, but they
tend to prefer Familial Utility and types of charities related to health related issues.
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Finally, the amount of money to donate should be suggested in the appeal providing a
range of options, because Boomers prefer to evaluate what is reasonable for them.
The understanding of giving behaviour of individuals from different generational
groups is particularly important for practitioners in this competitive donor market. The
increasing number of NPOs in Australia together with the use of sophisticated
fundraising techniques demands creativity, and segmenting the donor market by
generations could be an important opportunity to recruit new donors and retain the
current ones.
The next Chapter finalises the results related to Research Objective 1 by explaining the
generations’ impulsive donation behaviour and their budgeting behaviour and Chapter 8
addresses Research Objective 2, which is “To determine the existence of a multiple
request environment in Australia” and Research Objective 3, which is “To determine
whether or not individuals are suffering from donation fatigue effect”.
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7 CHAPTER SEVEN: RESULTS (PART II) DONATION BEHAVIOUR IMPULSIVE VERSUS BUDGETED

7.1

Chapter Outline

This chapter moves deeper into the generations’ giving behaviour and explains their
impulsive donation behaviour and budgeting donation behaviour. Although impulsive
buying behaviour has been researched extensively, impulsive donation behaviour was
only recently studied in online giving (Bennett 2009). This Chapter 7 explains that
impulsive donations are how most individuals tend to donate, regardless of the
generational group they belong to, specifically Gen Yers who tend to be slightly more
impulsive. This finding has an important implication for non-profit marketing
practitioners once this has a significant impact in an environment with multiple requests
for donations. Further, in this chapter the emphasis is on understanding the generations’
budgeting behaviour, and the individuals’ perception of their giving amount, and then it
discusses a link between impulsive donations and budgeting. Overall, individuals tend
not to budget their donations, but there are some differences between generations.
Chapter 8 will explore two research objectives: Research Objective 2, which is “To
determine the existence of a multiple request environment in Australia” and Research
Objective 3, which is “To determine whether or not individuals are suffering from
donation fatigue effect”.
An outline of the Chapter is contained in Figure 7.1 overleaf.
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Figure 7.1: Outline of Chapter 7.

Chapter Outline
Section 7.1

The Generations' Impulsive Donation Behaviour
Section 7.2

The Generations Budgeting Behaviour
Section 7.3

Some Are Donating More Others donating Less Money
Section 7.4

Perceptions of Individual Giving Amount
Section 7.5

Conclusion
Section 7.6
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7.2

The Generations’ Impulsive Donation Behaviour

Impulsive buying behaviour has been the focus of several studies (cf. Rook 1987; Rook
& Fisher 1995; Hausman 2000; Zhang, Prybutok & Strutton 2007), however little
attention has been given to impulsive donation behaviour. More recently, however,
Bennett (2009) identified impulsive behaviour in online charity giving. From this
perspective one could argue that the understanding of what triggers impulsive giving
could be an opportunity in an environment of multiple requests for donations.
The results from this section explain the generations’ impulsive donation behaviour. In
order to identify the participants’ impulsive behaviour, they were asked whether or not
they have been donating by impulse. Further, they were encouraged to expresses their
thoughts on why and how they donated by impulse. Figure 7.2 shows that the great
majority of participants donated by impulse.
Figure 7.2: Have You Ever Donated by Impulse?

No
45

Yes
166
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In order to find out the generations’ impulsive donation behaviour and any possible
association in their behaviour, a Chi-square test was conducted. The result indicated that
there is a significant difference between generations and their impulsive donation
behaviour with the level of significance p<0.05. The test showed the Pearson Chisquare value (x 2 ) 11.914, its significance at the 0.008 (P=0.008) level (Refer to Table
7.1), no cells had expected a count of less than 5 and the minimum expected count was
6.61. Therefore, individuals from different generational group have distinct impulsive
donation behaviour.
Table 7.2 shows the differences between the observed and expected cases, where Gen X
observed cases are slightly higher than the expected cases, but for Gen Y in particular,
the difference is even higher. The literature has identified impulsive donation by “early
middle age” individuals in online giving (Bennett 2009), however, impulsive donation
behaviour amongst generations and in media other than online giving, was yet to be
investigated.

Table 7.1: Chi-square Results – Impulsive Behaviour by Generations
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Test

Value

df

Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

11.914

3

0.008

N of Valid Cases

211

Table 7.2: Generations Impulsive Behaviour
Generations

Yes

No

Total

Observed Count

43

18

61

Expected Count

48

13

61

Observed Count

33

8

41

Expected Count

32.3

8.7

41

Observed Count

70

8

78

Expected Count

61.4

16.6

78

Observed Count

20

11

31

Expected Count

24.4

6.6

31

Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Once participants had engaged themselves with the topic, they were encouraged to
express their thoughts, in particular those who have donated by impulse. It seems that
participants from all generations under the investigation were open to reflect on their
impulsive donation behaviour, which might indicate an overall conscious and
favourable attitude towards impulsive donations and therefore, an opportunity to the
sector.
The statements provided interesting themes, where participants attempted to explain
about the circumstances when they had donated impulsively and it makes a strong
contribution to this PhD results. According to participants, they have donated by
impulse in seven different circumstances which consequently generated seven different
themes that are presented in Table 7.3 and further outlined in turn.
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Table 7.3: The Circumstances Where Participants Have Donated by Impulse – Examples
Theme

Examples

It Was Just a
Small Change

Yes when it was quiet small amounts of money, less than $10.

I Purchased
Merchandise

Yes – sometimes I’ll purchase merchandise that’s on display in
convenient locations that I go to a lot (newsagent, petrol
stations, etc)

If Natural
Disaster Has
Occurred

Yes because of the earthquake [in Japan].

Seasonal Events
in General

The Power of
the Ask

Impulsively:
This is the Only
Way I Donate

Conspicuous
Donation
Behaviour
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Yes, at sporting events

It is only if I am asked on the street that I will normally donate

It’s on the spot and much more convenient.

All my friends donated, so did I.

7.2.1

It Was Just Small Change

One of the circumstances that encouraged participants to donate by impulse was the
amount of money to be donated. The responses indicate that participants from all
generational groups tend to respond positively to small amounts of money requested in
face-to-face in public places and doorknocking requests, and also when they face tins,
boxes or donation buckets. These behaviours are well described in the following
statements:
“I donate by impulse all the time I think. Just when I am approached, if I have
coins I’ll give it to them” (Participant 101 – Gen Y).
“When I have been out and someone came up to me with a tin. I pulled out some
spare change” (Participant 3 - Boomer).
“Yes, I donate by impulse when on streets but not over the phone. On street gold
coin donation is easier than a larger amount on my credit card” (Participant 85 Gen X).
“Normally I’ll get stopped by someone or I’ll see a collecting or donation
tin/box and I’ll go up and put a few dollars in” (Participant 114 – Gen Y).
This section described how some participants donated impulsively when asked for a
small amount of money or when they face “donation buckets”.
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7.2.2

I Purchased Merchandise

Another group of participants were inclined to donate by impulse once they receive
some tangible benefit in return for their monetary support.

The benefit could be in

many different formats such as merchandises like pens, stickers, a bottle of water,
flowers, a bandage, or even raffle tickets. The statements that best describe this
circumstance are listed below:
“Sometimes I’ll purchase merchandise that’s on display in convenient locations
that I go to a lot (newsagent, petrol stations, etc)” (Participant 194 - iGen).
“I will often purchase items e.g. Legacy or Daffodil day” (Participant 121 – Gen
Y).
“I bought an RSPCA pen at the register because I wanted it” (Participant 137 –
Gen Y).
“At retailers shop when they ask for a donation and I receive a bottle of water, I
feel guilty if I don’t donate” (Participant 31 - Boomer).
This section explained that some participants from different generational groups
donated by impulse because they received some tangible benefits in return. Table 7.1
shows a cross tabulation between the reasons that participants donated and their
impulsive behaviour. Where 50% of those individuals who donated by impulse were
motivated by “Self-interested Material” and, therefore, higher than the proportion of the
overall result. Therefore, this might suggest that offering tangible benefits as utility
could increase the impulsive donation behaviour.
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Table 7.4: Reasons Participants Donated and Impulsive Behaviour
Donated by impulse?
Reasons They Donated

Total
%

Yes
%

No
%

Altruism

41.9

58.1

100

Empathy

41.4

58.6

100

Sympathy

42.9

57.1

100

Make a difference

50

50

100

Self-interest Material

50

50

100

Self-Interest Emotional Positive

0.0

100

100

Self-interest Emotional Negative

33.3

66.7

100

Familial Utility

50

50

100

Social Justice

50

50

100

Overall Result

43.7

56.3

100

7.2.3

If Natural Disaster has Occurred

Some participants donated by impulse in response to emergency requests for support in
Japan, the bushfire in Victoria and catastrophes in developing countries. This impulsive
behaviour is well described in the following statements:
“Absolutely, if I'm affected emotionally by any particular cause highlighted on
television or in the media, for instance the Red Cross appeal for the Japan
earthquake” (Participant 158 – Gen Y).
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“During the Victorian Bushfires, as I could personally relate to issue that
devastated the country” (Participant 147 – Gen Y).
“For some worldwide events that impulse me to do so” (Participant 28 Boomers).
“If a natural disaster has occurred and I feel the need to donate I will”
(Participant 39 - Boomer).
This section described that some participants, were encouraged to donate by impulse in
response to requests to support those affected by natural disasters. Therefore, it
confirms the literature, which suggests that disaster appeals are not prone to compassion
fatigue (Bennett & Kottasz 2000)

7.2.4

Seasonal Events in General

Another group of participants related their impulse donation behaviour to seasonal
events. These events could be specific fundraising events or just fundraisers
approaching individuals in seasonal public events. This behaviour is described in the
following statements:
“Yes, I donated by impulse at sporting events” (Participant 186 - iGen).
“Yes I usually donate by impulse through school when specific fundraising
events are held” (Participant 99 – Gen Y).
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“Yes, I donated by impulse at special events and charity dinners” (Participant 70
– Gen X).
Two Baby Boomer participants made interesting comments and related impulsive
donation to Christmas time where one participant labelled Christmas as “season of
giving”:
“Yes, I donated by impulse to World Vision and it occurred in the season of
giving, around Christmas, where a stand of photos of children in need was stood
in the middle of a shopping centre” (Participant 39 - Boomer).
“Yes, I donated by impulse at Christmas time” (Participant 18 - Boomer).
This section explained that some participants donated impulsively at events in general.
The results also suggest that members of different generational groups reported different
events, where iGen and Gen Y members reported sport and school events, while Gen X
reported more formal charity dinners, and Boomers, public celebration events.
However, these differences in attitudes appear to be related more to their age and family
lifecycles than to their generational group.

7.2.5

The Power of the Ask

Some participants reported that they have donated by impulse simply because they were
asked.
The statements that best describe these circumstances of impulsive donation behaviour
are listed below:
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“My donations are constantly on impulse, I don’t really think about making
donations beforehand, and it is only if I am asked on the street that I will
normally donate” (Participant 167 – Gen Y).
“I have when I’m stopped in shopping centres or if doorknockers come past my
place when I’m home” (Participant 88 - Gen X).
“Usually when I am approached in person then I will say yes so that is
somewhat impulsive” (Participant 4 - Boomer).
“Yes most of my donations are from impulse and face to face contact”
(Participant 193 - iGen).
This section described how some participants donated just because they were asked and
this had an impact on impulsive donation behaviour. This highlights how important the
simple act of asking is, when some participants reported that they donate only when
they are asked for a donation.

7.2.6

Impulsively: This is the Only Way I Donate

A considerably large number of participants reported that they donate only by impulse,
which is a strong trend in the topic of impulsive donation behaviour. Many participants
have also reported that it is convenient to donate when the opportunity occurs. This
situation is clearly described in the following statements:
“It’s the only way I donate, because it’s on the spot and much more convenient”
(Participant 111 – Gen Y).
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“I only give impulsively as I don’t regularly support a charity” (Participant 63 –
Gen X).
“That is the main way I donate” (Participant 123 – Gen Y).
“I donate by impulse all the time. I never really pre-plan” (Participant 56 Boomer).
“It doesn’t cross my mind until I see an opportunity” (Participant 128 – Gen Y).
“Yes, pretty much every time I donate is by impulse” (Participant 172 – Gen X).
“All my donations are done by impulse or just come out of my account each
month, because I am forgetful and it doesn’t even cross my mind to donate
unless out and approached” (Participant 54 - Boomer).
This section demonstrated that some participants donate only by impulse and they
actually would not consider donating unless they face the opportunity for it. Therefore,
it clearly shows that those participants who only donate by impulse are actually
expecting the opportunity to be asked and impulsively donate.

7.2.7

Conspicuous Donation Behaviour

Grace and Griffin (2009) identified the concept of “Conspicuous Donation Behaviour”,
which is defined as “the act of donating to charitable causes via the visible display of
charitable merchandise or the public recognition of the donation”. The concern of what
others would think about their donation behaviour was the reason that some participants
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reported that they donated by impulse. The statements that best describe this impulsive
donation behaviour are listed below:
“I have donated on some occasions where I cannot say no. This is usually in a
crowd where my friends are donating and I do not want to be perceived as the
one who does not donate” (Participant 127 – Gen Y).
“Yes. One of my friends donated, so I followed him” (Participant 198 - iGen).
“Yes. Other people were putting money in so I thought I would contribute too”
(Participant 188 - iGen).
“Yes, I did. It happened in UOW last week, while I was having lunch with my
friends. A man asked us to make the donation for a cancer organization, and then
we received a bar of chocolate. All my friends donated, so did I” (Participant
133 – Gen Y).
This section described how some participants donated by impulse because of a direct
influence of their friends or indirect influence of those who were around during the
giving encounter. It is important to note that in some circumstances, participants
reported that they felt obligated to donate because their peers had donated too, and
others, just because everybody around was donating. However, the link between
conspicuous donation behaviour and impulsive donation seems to be unheard-of in the
literature.
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7.2.8

“Nah! I don’t donate by impulse!”

Those participants who have not donated by impulse did not make much effort to report
their thoughts and only eleven participants reflected on their answers. These comments,
however, are in line with the literature that suggests that some individuals may have
negative attitudes towards impulse donations because it may be a sign of a lack of selfcontrol (Bennett 2009). This attitude is described in the following statements:
“No. I don’t like to make hasty decisions, especially regarding money”
(Participant 17 - Boomer).
“I never donate on impulse. I donate if I have the money and if I feel it is the
right charity to donate to (Participant 25 - Boomer).
“I don’t donate by impulse, I donate because I want to help them not impulse”
(Participant 82 - Gen X).
“No, all my donations are planned” (Participant 98 - Gen Y).
“No. In the past I have donated some old toys and clothes with the intention of
donating to the salvos. Done through cleaning out my room” (Participant 190 iGen).
A small number of participants have unfavourable opinions on impulsive donations,
which complements the literature by identifying similar attitudes in different contexts.
The literature suggests that individuals with unfavourable opinions against impulsive
donation could be persuaded that donations made impulsively could be a rational
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alternative to a complex decision process (Bennett 2009), which therefore, could also be
applied in this context.
This section provides an understanding of generations’ impulsive donation behaviour. It
shows that some generations act more impulsively than the others, where Gen Y
participants were found the most impulsive donors, followed by, Gen Xs, Boomers and
iGens. Overall, the results indicate a positive attitude towards impulsive giving and
highlight some motivating factors, for instance, conspicuous donation encourages
impulsive donation behaviour. Other circumstances that encourage impulsive donation
are, merchandising, seasonal events, small donations and natural disasters. Developing
fundraising products for natural disasters relief could also be a good strategy to
encourage individuals to donate impulsively, this could bring an advantage once the
literature identified that these fundraising products attract new donors to the
organisation (Bennett & Kottasz 2000). Finally, the understanding of impulsive
donation could also be helpful to approach those individuals who have unfavourable
attitudes towards impulsive behaviour (Bennett 2009). Impulsive donation behaviour is
associated with the individuals budgeting behaviour, which is discussed in the next
section.
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7.3

The Generations’ Budgeting Behaviour

A key goal of the research was to explore whether people start treating donations like
normal household expenditure that they include in their budget. The previous section
provided an understanding of individuals’ impulsive behaviour and this section
discusses the generation’s budgeting behaviour. A key goal of the research was to
determine if the Multiple-request Environment affects individuals budgeting behaviour
and any association with impulsive behaviour, and a possible impact on the individuals
giving amount. The latter is discussed in the next section.

Figure 7.3: Do You Budget Your Donations?

Yes
21%

No
79%

Initially, participants were asked whether or not they budget or plan their overall
donations. As described in the Figure 7.3, the great majority of participants do not
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budget their donation, while only 21% reported that they usually budget their gifts.
Although, a similar proportion of participants, which is 79% donated by impulse, the
association is not confirmed. The Chi-square test indicates the Chi-square value ( x 2 ),

which is 0.027 and is significant at the 0.869 level (p< 0.05) (Refer to Table 7.5).
Therefore, there is no significant difference between budgeting behaviour and impulsive
donation behaviour, which means that the individuals’ impulsive behaviour is not
associated with their budgeting behaviour.

Table 7.5: Chi-square test - Impulsive vs Budgeting Behaviour
Test

Value

df

Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

0.027a

1

.869

N of Valid Cases
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Another Chi-square test was conducted to identify any association between generations
and their intentions to budget donations. The Chi-square test indicated the Chi-square
value ( x 2 ), which is 14.324 and is significant at the 0.002 level (p< 0.05) (Refer to

Table 7.6). Thus, there is a significant difference between generations and their
budgeting behaviour, which means that there is association between generations and
budgeting behaviour for donations. Table 7.7 shows the differences between the

observed and the expected counts for each generation. It is important to highlight that
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the “yes” observed counts for Boomers and Gen X are higher than the expect counts, as
opposed to Gen Y and iGen where the observed counts are lower than the expected
counts.

Table 7.6: Chi-square - Budgeting Behaviour by Generations
Test

Value

df

Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

14.324a

3

.002

N of Valid Cases
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From another angle, Table 7.8 shows the percentage of the observed counts of each
generation. From this perspective the results indicate that members of the Baby Boomer
and X generations are more likely to budget their donations, as opposed to Gen Y and
iGen members. On the other hand, the great majority of iGen and Gen Y does not
budget their donations.
Participants were then encouraged to reflect on their budgeting behaviour, where most
participants, without any guidance, decided to reflect on the reasons of their budgeting
behaviour. Some of the thought provoking reasons of each generational group are
described in the following two sections.
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Table 7.7: Whether Generations Budget or not - Observed and Expected Counts
Generations

No

Yes

Total

Count

43

18

61

Expected Count

48.1

12.9

61

Count

27

14

41

Expected Count

32.3

8.7

41

Count

67

12

79

Expected Count

62.2

16.8

79

Count

30

1

31

Expected Count

24.4

6.6

31

Count

167

45

212

Expected Count

167

45

212

Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Total

Table 7.8: Percentage of Participants Who Budget
Generations

No

Yes

Total

Boomers

70%

30%

100%

Gen X

66%

34%

100%

Gen Y

85%

15%

100%

iGen

97%

3%

100%

Overall Result

79%

21%

100%
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7.3.1

The Reasons They Budget/Plan Their Donations

Although members of the Internet generation did not provide any reflection, 37
participants from the other generations reported their thoughts. Two main ways of
planning/budgeting for donations were apparent, the first type comes from those
participants, from all generations, who budget/plan their donation by organising
automatic deduction from their bank account, credit card or payroll. The statements that
best describe this group of donors are listed below:
“Donations are taken direct debit from my account monthly” (Participant 120 –
Gen Y)
“I donate to the RSPCA through the UOW Care Program, which comes out of
my fortnightly pay. There are three other charities that charge my credit card
each month.” (Participant 62 – Gen X)
“Yes I make a monthly donation which automatically comes out of my account
which I budget for, however, I don’t budget for spontaneous donations. “
(Participant 9 – Baby Boomer)
The other way participants planned/budgeted for donation is by separating an amount of
money in specific periods of the year, such as at the end of the financial year and
planned fundraising events and requests. This behaviour was identified in the following
participants’ statements:
“I always give $100 at tax time to a child in need and I occasionally give $20 to
any causes my friends and family are raising funds for. Other than that I don’t
do anything else” (Participant 78 – Gen X).
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“Yes, I always donate just before the end of the financial year” (Participant 84
Gen X).
“Yes, there are certain organisations that I donate to on an annual basis that I put
into my family’s budget. I don’t budget for things like pink ribbon when I only
buy something of small value such as a bear” (Participant 15 – Baby Boomer).
“Yes, if I know I am going to be spending time at Rotary I’ll put money aside.”
(Participant 121 – Gen Y).
“It is a sort of. I donate whatever loose change I have at the start of the week to
homeroom missions, which then goes to support a disadvantaged school in East
Timor” (Participant 99 - Gen Y).
In short, this section described how participants budgeted/planned their donations and
identified two ways of planning/budgeting, one is linked to automatic payments and the
other is related to events such as fundraising events and for events for tax purposes at
the end of financial year. Those participants who budget/plan their donations are mostly
those who actually have some type of monthly or regular giving, where their donations
are just deducted from the bank account or credit card or those who separate some
money for specific periodic fundraising events.

7.3.2

The Reasons Participants Did Not Budget Their Donations

As described earlier, the great majority of participants, which is 167 participants do not
usually budget their donations and of these, 100 reflected on their behaviour. Amongst
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those who provided some explanations, two distinct behaviours have emerged, firstly,
those participants who are aware that they donate only by impulse and, secondly, those
whose financial circumstances make budgeting for donations a secondary or not
important priority.
Most of those participants who reportedly donate by impulse stated that they donate
only when they are asked, which is supported by the motto repeated by most of the
fundraisers’ practitioners: “if you want the money you have to ask for it” (Klein 2001b,
p.vii). This behaviour could be identified in the following participants’ statements:
“I spontaneously give when asked” (Participants 124 – Gen Y).
“If I have funds available and if I’m approached by charities I believe in at that
time I am likely to donate” (Participants 74 – Gen X).
“Only when facing the situation” (Participants 82 – Gen X).
“It seems to be more of an “impulse” action – if there is someone there asking
me for a donation I will sometimes agree to it. More face to face influence rather
than material given to me” (Participants 102 – Gen Y).
“Umm, if I have money in my wallet, I will usually give some to the charity that
is asking for it” (Participants 139 – Gen Y).
“No I don’t usually plan, they are usually more sporadic” (Participant 204 –
iGen).
Interestingly, two participants stated that they do not budget their donations because
they cannot predict when they will be asked:
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“I do not believe that you are able to plan when you do not know when they will
call or approach you for donations” (Participants 171 – Gen X).
“I do not budget because it is hard to predict when I will be approached by
organisations” (Participants 154 – Gen Y).
Another group of participants who do not budget are those who just do not have the
money for it. They do not budget their donation because they do not have predictable
income and they are mostly students and pensioners. The following statements
demonstrate this situation:
“No, I don’t budget or plan my donations. I am a student so I budget my money
for other things. These include food, drinks, travel money, university supplies
and my personal needs” (Participant 127 – Gen Y).
“No, not at all, it is hard enough to budget for expected costs. I am on a
disability pension, and this is certainly not an adequate wage to help charities”
(Participant 1 – Baby Boomers).
“No I don’t, I am a student and don’t always have a steady supply of money”
(Participant 192 - iGen).
“No, I do not have a job. Although I may budget to make donations in the future
when I’m older as I do believe in helping the less fortunate” (Participant 190 iGen).
“No, I don’t earn enough to budget for donations” (Participant 141 – Gen Y).
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“Not currently, but will next year when working full time as I am currently a
student” (Participant 131 – Gen Y).
This section described two groups of participants who do not budget their donations:
those who just donate by impulse and those who do not budget because they do not earn
enough income to donate to charities. Although there seems to be some similar reasons
amongst generations, these similarities appear to be more age or family life cycle related
than generational trends.

7.4

Perceptions of Individual Giving Amount

Another key goal of this research was to determine if the Multiple-request Environment
affects the individuals’ perceptions of their giving amounts and any possible association
between generations and their budgeting behaviour.
Participants were asked whether they have been donating more or less money in the past
twelve months. Figure 7.4 shows that 40% of participants reported that they donated the
same amount of money in the past twelve month, while 34% of participants noticed that
they donated more, 25.5% participants noticed that they donated less in the past twelvemonth period prior to the interview and just one participant did not respond this
question.
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Figure 7.4: Have You Noticed if You Donated More or Less?

No
Response
0.5%

Donating the
Same
Amount
40%

Donating
More
34%

Donating
Less
25.5%

It is important to highlight that as reported in Section 7.3 (budgeting behaviour), the
vast majority, or 79% of participants, do not formally budget their donations, therefore,
one could argue, how accurately those participants are able to recall the amount of
money they donated when they do not budget. For this reason, a Chi-square test was
conducted to identify any association between the amount of money donated and their
budgeting behaviour.
The result from the Chi-square test indicates that there is no association between those
participants who budget or do not budget their donation and the increase or decrease in
the amount of money they donated with level of significance p>0.05. The test showed
the Pearson Chi-square value (𝑥 2 ) 0.926, its significance at the 0.629 (P=0.629) level,
no cells had expected count of less than 5 and the minimum expected count was 11.52.
Therefore, participants who, either, budget or do not budget their donations have similar
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perception on the amount of money they donated in the twelve-month period prior to
the interview. One could consequently conclude that because the results from those who
budget their donations are similar to those who do not budget their donations, it is very
likely that, despite the fact that those participants do not budget their donations, their
perception of the amount of money they donated might be accurate. Table 7.9 show the
absolute observed and expected counts and Table 7.10 shows the relative observed
counts.

Table 7.9: Budget Behaviour and the Amount of Donation
Do you normally budget?
Yes

No

Overall Result

Less

Same

More

Total

Observed Count

11

16

18

45

Expected Count

11.5

18.1

15.4

45

Observed Count

43

69

54

166

Expected Count

42.5

66.9

56.6

166

Observed Count

54

85

72

211

Expected Count

54

85

72

211

Table 7.10: Budget Behaviour and the Amount of Donation
Do you normally budget?

Less %

Same %

More %

Total %

Yes

24.4

35.6

40

100

No

25.9

41.6

32.5

100

Overall Result

25.6

40.3

34.1

100
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In order to find out whether each generation donated more, less or the same in the
twelve-month period prior to the interview, and any possible association in their
behaviour, a Chi-square test was conducted.
The result indicated that there are significant differences between generations and the
amount of money they donated in the twelve-month period prior to the interview with
level of significance p<0.05. The test showed the Pearson Chi-square value (𝑥 2 ) 15.882,
its significance at the 0.014 (p=0.014) level, no cells had expected count of less than 5
and the minimum expected count was 7.68. Table 7.11 shows the observed and the
expected counts of all generations and their donations behaviour. Therefore, more Baby
Boomers and Gen Y increased their donations in the twelve-month period prior to the
interview than it was expected in the sample as opposed to Gen X and iGen. On the
other hand, a much lower number of iGen and Gen Y participants donated less in the
twelve month-period prior to the interview than it was expected as opposed to Boomers
and Gen X.
From a different perspective, Table 7.12 shows the proportion of members of each
generational group who donated more, less and the same, where the proportion of
Boomers and Genx X who donated less is much higher than those from Gen Y and
iGens. Consequently, the proportion of Boomers and Gen Y who donated more is
greater than the proportion of Gen X and iGens. Finally, the great majority of iGens
reported that they donated the same amount of money in the twelve-month period prior
to the interview. It appears that the increased number of requests for donations caused
by the Multiple-request Environment might have had greater impact on Boomers and
Gen Yers than on Gen X and iGen individuals.
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Table 7.11: Whether Generations Donated More or Less – Observed and Expected
Counts
Generations

Less

Same

More

Total

19

18

24

61

15.6

24.6

20.8

61

15

15

11

41

10.5

16.5

14

41

16

32

31

79

20.2

31.8

27

79

4

20

6

30

7.68

12.1

10.2

30.0

Count

54

85

72

211

Expected Count

54

85

72

211

Count
Boomers
Expected Count
Count
Gen X
Expected Count
Count
Gen Y
Expected Count
Count
iGen
Expected Count

Overall Results

Table 7.12: Distribution of Participants who Donated More, Less and the Same by
Generation
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Generations

Less

Same

More

Total

Boomers

31.1%

29.5%

39.3%

100.0%

Genx

36.6%

36.6%

26.8%

100.0%

Geny

20.3%

40.5%

39.2%

100.0%

iGen

13.3%

66.7%

20.0%

100.0%

Overall Results

25.6%

40.3%

34.1%

100.0%

Participants were also encouraged to reflect on their answers and express their thoughts
about their responses. Some participants reported some interesting reflections, except
those who have been donating the same amount, and the statements are described in
turn.

7.4.1

I Have Been Donating More Money

Most of those 72 participants who have been donating more money reflected on the
reasons they increased their donations. The statements varied and provided five thought
provoking themes, which are listed in Table 7.13 including examples and outlined in
turn.

Table 7.13: The Reasons Participants Have Been Donating More - Examples
Theme
I am More
Accessible
My Disposable
Income Increased
More Charities
Asking
More Natural
Disasters
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Examples
Possibly more as I am out more and more attainable to be
reached by charities.

Possibly more because I am earning more

I have donated more this past year because there is active
charity runs at the university and increasing around the city.
I have donated significantly more – most likely result of natural
disasters

7.4.1.1 I am More Accessible
Some participants concluded that they have been donating more money because they
have been more exposed to the requests, in particular face-to-face in public places. The
following statements express this feeling:
“Maybe a little bit more because I’m out more and live close to the city so
charities are always around” (Participant 114 – Gen Y).
“I donate maybe a little bit more because I’m out more and live close to the city
so charities are always around” (Participant 114 – Gen Y).
“Possibly more as I am out more and more attainable to be reached by charities”
(Participant 26 – Boomer).
“I donated more. I work at [organisation’s name], and we support new charities
every month, by encouraging a donation upon purchase. Because of this, I end
up buying lots of donation merchandise” (Participant 156 – Gen Y).

7.4.1.2 My Disposable Income Increased
The theme “My Income Increased” highlights the thoughts of those participants who
concluded that they have been donating more because they have been earning more
money or because their disposable income increased due to reductions in other types of
household expenditure. These situations are clearly described in the following
statements:
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“I have been donating more, as I have a greater income than previous years”
(Participants 154 – Gen Y).
“I’m donating more now that I have started working so I have money to donate”
(Participants 196 - iGen).
“I have been donating more, as I have a greater income than previous years”
(Participants 154 – Gen Y).
“More as my family are now older and more independent” (Participants 42 Boomer).
This section described the feelings of those participants who concluded that they have
been donating more money because their disposable income has increased.

7.4.1.3 There Are More Charities Asking
This other group of participants concluded that they have been donating more money
because there have been more charities asking for donations, which made them to
disburse more money. These perceptions are clearly expressed in the following
statements:
“I have donated more this past year because there is active charity runs at the
university and increasing around the city.” (Participant 127 – Gen Y)
“I donated more because charities begin to isolate you in public places”
(Participant 142 – Gen Y).

221

“I donated more – It increased my sense of obligation, in particular being
bombarded by the media and campaigns.” (Participant 107 – Gen Y)
“I donated more, because more prevailing issues and appeals, so it is hard to say
no” (Participant 147 – Gen Y).
“I donated more, as there has been a rise in the promotions of charities, also
more charities are visible in sporting events etc, which get their names out there
in the public” (Participant 146 – Gen Y).
“I donated more. There are many more charities that are approaching me than in
past years” (Participant 23 - Boomer).
“I donated more. When I’m not asked and I see tins & boxes with signage and
pictures. I feel more compelled to give money and that I connect better than I do
with someone face to face” (Participant 96 – Gen Y).
This section demonstrates the feelings of those participants who concluded that they
have been donating more money because they have been approached more frequently
by charities. This participant’s perception complements the literature, where McNair
Ingenuity (cited in Department of Family and Community Services 2004) identified
correlations between the number of approaches to people to donate and frequency of
donating.
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7.4.1.4 More Natural Disasters
This theme describes the feelings of some participants who perceived an increase in
natural disasters and the consequent increase in the number of charities asking for
support and for this reason they concluded they have been donating more money. These
feelings are well described in the following statements:
“Probably more, since there have been more natural disasters and donating to
more charities.” (Participant 43 - Boomer)
“I donated more. With all of the natural disasters and different things asking for
donations, I would say I have donated more.” (Participant 106 – Gen Y)
“I donated more, because there have been quite a lot of natural disasters.”
(Participant 29 - Boomer)
This section discusses the feeling of those participants who concluded that they have
been donating more money due to the perception of an increase in natural disasters and
consequently more charities asking for support. However, one could argue whether it is
an increase in natural disasters or increase in publicity on natural disasters.
It also concludes the description of all themes, which emerged from the thoughts of
those participants who perceived that they have been donating more money. Some
participants justified that they are donating more money because there are more
charities asking for money, which demonstrates once again in this study that “the power
of the ask” appears to be having an important impact on individuals decision to donate.
Interestingly, the perception of the increase in natural disasters has impacted on both,
the individuals’ perception of impulsive donation and the perception of the increase in
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their giving amounts. This might be a strong reinforcement of the argument that natural
disaster appeals are not prone to compassion fatigue (Bennett & Kottasz 2000). The
next section discusses the thoughts of those participants who perceived that they have
been donating less money.

7.4.2

I Have Been Donating Less Money

A total of 54 participants concluded that they donated less money in the previous twelve
months. Similar to those participants who donated more, the participants’ thoughts did
not provide any strong trend, however they did provide interesting insights. Table 7.14
lists the themes and the respective examples that emerged from these statements and
they are outlined in turn.

Table 7.14: The Reasons Participants Have Been Donating Less - Examples
Theme
My Income
Decreased
My Expenses
Increased
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Examples

Money has been tighter the past few years.

Less in the past year. Because I have become independent, have
more expenses and less disposable money.

7.4.2.1 My Income Decreased
This theme describes those participants who reportedly donated less money in the
twelve-month period prior to the interview because their income decreased. Most
participants stated that their financial situation had changed and others were more
specific by stating that their income had actually decreased and it appears that they just
cut down on donations as they do not formally budget. These thoughts are described in
the following statements:
“I donated less. I have been earning less this year, due to a career-change, so I
am less likely now to give away money on the spot” (Participant 65 – Gen X).
“I donated less because money has been tighter in the past few years”
(Participant 3 - Boomer).
“Probably less, prioritising university over employment means less money to
donate. I do have plans for future though.” (Participant 159 – Gen Y)
“I donated less because of lifestyle changes. My partner recently went from full
time work to part-time work” (Participant 74 – Gen X).
“Probably less, given I am now retired and have less available funds”
(Participant 211 – Gen X).
“I donated less, I don’t donate anymore due to financial situation” (Participant
79 – Gen X).
“I donated less because my financial circumstances have changed” (Participant
18 - Boomer).
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This section described the thoughts of those participants who concluded that they have
been donating less money because their income had decreased.

7.4.2.2 My Expenses Increased
The other group of participants who have been donating less money concluded that their
expenses increased and consequently, their disposable income decreased and for this
reason they donated less. These feelings are well described in the following statements:
“I have donated less this past year because I have been on an expensive holiday
and need to put myself ahead of my expenses” (Participant 25 - Boomer).
“I donated less in the past year. Because I have become independent, have more
expenses” (Participant 148 – Gen Y).
“I donated less, because I’m spending more on my family commitments”
(Participant 17 - Boomer).
“I donated less, which is due to starting university and having more expenses to
pay for. Disappointing but sacrifices have to be made” (Participant 116 – Gen
Y).
This section concludes the understanding of participants perception of their giving
amounts, where 34% of participants perceived that they are donating more money, 40%
perceived they are donating the same amount and just over 25% perceived that they are
donating less money in the past twelve months. We identified associations between
individuals’ perception and generations, where Boomers and Gen Yers have a greater
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perception that they have been donating more money compared to Gen X and iGen
members. This may indicate that the multiple-request environment might have had
greater impact on Boomers and Gen Yers than on Gen X and iGen individuals who may
see such environment as normal, because they may not know any difference.
However, the individuals’ perceptions of their giving amounts have no association with
their budgeting behaviour. Natural disasters, once again, have demonstrated that they
have an important role in influencing an individual’s giving attitude and behaviour,
where some individuals have the perception that they have been donating more money
due to the increase in natural disasters. Although 25% of participants perceived that they
have been donating less money in the past twelve months, the reasons given for their
perception did not translate into negative attitude towards giving. The reasons for this
perception are actually inhibitors: “my income decreased” and “my expenses
increased”. Thus, one could consider that no change in attitude is a positive outcome.

7.5

Conclusion

Chapter 7 concludes the discussion of the second part of the results related to Research
Objective 1 “To determine the donation behaviour of individuals in Australia from a
generational perspective”. While Chapter 6 discussed the generations’ experience in
their giving encounters and the fundraising methods they most like and dislike, Chapter
7 provided deeper understanding of the generations’ attitude and behaviour towards
giving. It showed that, although Boomers and Gen Yers tend to be more impulsive
donors than Gen X and iGen, impulsively is still the way that individuals from all
generations tend to donate. An important aspect of this finding is that it shows an
227

overwhelmingly positive attitude towards impulsive giving, which generates
opportunities for academics and practitioners to explore. Natural disasters appears to be
strong influence on individuals attitudes and behaviour, and it confirms that natural
disasters appeals are not prone to compassion fatigue (Bennett & Kottasz 2000).
Regardless of the generational group to which they belong, individuals tend not to
budget their donations, but this tendency shifts slightly between generations. For
instance, the tendency for not budgeting tends to be higher amongst Gen Y and iGen
members compared to Boomers and Gen X, and the tendency for budgeting tends to be
stronger amongst Boomers and Gen X members.
The understanding of the giving behaviour of individuals from different generational
groups is particularly important for practitioners in this competitive donor market. The
increasing number of NPOs in Australia, together with the use of sophisticated
fundraising techniques demands creativity, and segmenting the donor market by
generations could be an important opportunity to recruit new donors and retain the
current ones.
Chapter 8 will address Research Objective 2, which is “To determine the existence of a
Multiple-request Environment in Australia” and Research Objective 3, which is “To
determine whether or not individuals are suffering from Donation Fatigue Effect”.
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8 CHAPTER EIGHT: RESULTS (PART III) – UNDERSTANDING THE
MULTIPLE-REQUEST ENVIRONMENT AND ITS EFFECTS ON DONORS

8.1

Chapter Outline

The purpose of this chapter is to describe Australia’s Multiple-request Environment and
examine how it impacts on individuals’ donation behaviour. The results address RO
(Research Objective)2 and RO3. RO2 is “To determine the existence of a Multiplerequest Environment in Australia” and the RO3 is “To determine whether or not
individuals are suffering from a Donation Fatigue Fffect”. This chapter starts by
explaining the individual’s perception of the giving environment, describes their
reflections, whether or not the number of requests for donations increased, and the
fundraising methods they perceived having had any increased use. Then it moves to
their experiences in the most recent giving encounters. Further, it shows the number of
different types of NPOs that individuals had been donating to, and several thoughtprovoking comments from participants. Section 7.3 addresses the RO3, which was to
determine whether individuals were suffering from donation fatigue, however, it was
concluded that individuals are not tired of donating but they are actually tired of being
asked for donations and therefore, they are suffering from “Request Fatigue”. It
introduces the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model and explains the causes and the
effects of the Request Fatigue. Further it addresses the reasons individuals decided not
to donate to a request for donations and the Chapter ends by describing the individuals’
feelings when they decided not to donate.
An outline of the Chapter is contained in Figure 8.1 overleaf.
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Figure 8.1: Outline of Chapter 8

Chapter Outline
Section 8.1

Australia's Multiple-request Environment
Section 8.2

Do People Perceive an Increase in the Number of Requests and Why?
Section 8.2.1

The Number of Different Types of NPOs Participants Donated
Section 8.2.2

So, Does the Multiple Request Environbment Exist?
Section 8.2.3

From Donation Fatigue to Request Fatigue
Section 8.3

Conclusion
Section 8.4
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8.2

Australia’s Multiple Request Environment - Results

As argued previously in this thesis, there is strong evidence that individuals in Australia
have been experiencing a giving environment where they are asked often for donations.
However, key giving models (e.g. Burnett & Wood 1988; Guy & Patton 1989;
Bendapudi, Singh & Bendapudi 1996; Sargeant 1999; Polonsky, Shelley & Voola 2002;
Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007; Sargeant, Shang & Associates 2010b) do not explicitly
include the dynamic and competitive nature of the current giving environment and its
implications for individuals’ attitudes and behaviour. Therefore, the Research Objective
2 was to empirically determine the existence of a “Multiple-request Environment” and it
was addressed by asking questions whether they perceived that the number of requests
for donations increased or decreased, whether participants were approached in the threeweek period prior to the interview, fundraising methods used in the approach and the
NPOs that approached them. The following sections address these topics.

8.2.1

Do People Perceive an Increase in the Number of Requests for Donations
and Why?

Participants were asked to report their perception of whether or not, in the previous
twelve-month period, they felt that the number of requests for donations from charities
had increased, decreased or remained the same. The results presented in Figure 8.2
demonstrate that the majority of participants perceived an increase in the number of
request for donations in the twelve-month period prior to the interview.
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Figure 8.2: Perception of the Number of Requests The Within Previous Year

Decreased
8%

Same
33%
Increased
59%

8.2.1.1 Generations’ Perception of the Number of Requests Within the Previous
Year
Overall the differences between generations’ perceptions of the increase are not strong
and tend to be around the same as the overall sample. As presented in Table 8.1, the
most significant difference occurs amongst Boomers whose perception that the number
of requests for donations increased was slightly greater than that of other generations.
Another significant difference was on the Gen Y and iGen perception that the number of
requests remained the same. Finally, Gen X perceptions that the number of requests for
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donations decreased is above the overall sample results. It appears that the older
generations might have been targeted by NPOs, which may have caused the perception
of the increase, as opposed to gen Yers and iGens.

Table 8.1: Generations’ Perception of the Number of Requests Within The Previous Year
Perception
Generation

Increased

Same

Decreased

Total

43

13

5

61

70.5%

21.3%

8.2%

100%

24

13

4

41

58.5%

31.7%

9.8%

100%

45

29

5

79

57.0%

36.7%

6.3%

100%

14

15

2

31

45.2%

48.4%

6.5%

100%

126

70

16

212

59.4%

33.0%

7.5%

100%

Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall Result

Participants were also given the opportunity to express their thoughts on the giving
environment they had been experiencing. The responses produced 104 distinct insights
while 108 participants did not express their thoughts. In order to analyse these
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statements several of Ryan and Bernard’s (2003) theme identification techniques were
used.
In the first step of the theme identification process, all statements were grouped
according to their respective responses, which were “increased”, “same” and
“decreased”. The number of statements emerging from each respective response are
listed in Table 8.3, and Table 8.2 shows the themes which emerged and representative
examples of participants’ quotations. All statements are listed in Appendix 6.1.

Table 8.2: Themes About Participants Perception of the Increase and Their Respective
Examples of Participants’ Quotations
Themes

Examples

Applying Different
Fundraising
Techniques

About the same, I would say that the way I've been asked
for donations however has changed somewhat.

Donation Fatigue

There are definitely more now than a year ago, I seem to
be constantly being asked for money for one cause or
another.

I haven’t paid much
attention

Not too sure, I haven’t really paid that much attention.

Accessibility

Less, due to no longer having a home phone number to
be contacted on.

Increasing Number of
NPOs

There seem to be a lot more charities these days so a lot
of competition.

Increasing Natural
Disasters

An increase in natural disasters has seen the increase in
demand for help.
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Table 8.3: Participants Reflections of the Increase - Themes
Theme

Increased

Same

Decreased

Total

%

Applying Different Fundraising
Techniques

32

6

1

39

37.5

Donation Fatigue

13

0

1

14

13.5

I have not paid much attention

1

12

0

13

12.5

Participants’ Accessibility to
Requests

7

3

2

12

11.5

Increasing Natural Disasters

10

1

0

11

10.6

Increasing Number of NPOs

9

0

0

9

8.7

Others

5

1

0

6

5.7

Total

77

23

4

104

100

It is important to note that based on the themes that emerged from spontaneous
statements without follow-up questions, many participants attempted to rationalise and
report the reasons of their perceptions providing valuable data and insights, which are
available in Appendix E.

8.2.2

The Fundraising Methods Reported Responsible for the Increase

Those participants, who perceived that the number of requests for donations had
increased, were asked to select, from a list of 19 different options, the fundraising
methods that they perceived the increase to have occurred in. A total of 126 participants
perceived that the number of requests for donations increased in the previous year. Each
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of the 126 participants selected on average just below 5 different fundraising methods.
Therefore, those 126 participants who perceived an increase in the number of requests
for donations reported that the increase occurred, on average, in 5 different fundraising
methods. Table 8.4 shows the list of fundraising methods that participants perceived the
increase, the frequencies, percentage and the ranking.
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Table 8.4: Fundraising Methods that were Perceived as Increased

Ranking

Fundraising Methods

Participants’ Perceptions of the
Increase
%

N

1

TV ads/program

64.3

81

2

Phone call

63.5

80

3

Face-to-face in public places

62.7

79

4

Social network media

44.4

56

5

Radio ads/program

31

39

6

Websites

29.4

37

7

Events

26.2

33

8

Face-to-face doorknocking

25.4

32

9

Mail/letter box

24.6

31

10

Email

23

29

11

Merchandising

22.2

28

12

Newspaper ads/inserts

15.1

19

13

Magazines ads/inserts

12.7

16

14

Online newsletter

11.9

15

15

Back of buses

8.7

11

16

Billboards

6.3

8

17

Bus stop

6.3

8

18

Train stations

6.3

8

19

Cinema

4.8

6

Others

4.8

6

Total

237

622

In line with the literature, the top three most cited fundraising methods (TV ads, phone
call and face-to-face in public places) are also included in the list of the top most common
fundraising methods (Department of Family and Community Services 2005). Phone call,
the second most cited method in this section was also one of the most disliked types of
approaches, as reported in Chapter 6. An interesting aspect of the face-to-face in public
places is that practitioner reports have suggested an increase in face-to-face fundraising
activities on the streets of Sydney, where fundraising agencies reported “an abundance of
face-to-face fundraisers” on the streets (Iskra 2009).
Social network media is another fundraising method important to highlight, for which an
increase was perceived by 44% of participants. Although the use of social network media
by NPOs is in its early stages with little research, (Quinton & Fennemore 2013), its
potential is enormous. It was identified that 14.7% of NPOs in US, Turkey and China
have already been using social media for fundraising (Waters & Lo 2012). Additionally,
WARC.com (cited in Quinton & Fennemore 2013, p.36) noted that 75% of the growing
“netizens” population uses social media with a 24% increase in just one year. Netizens are
those considered citizens of the world who are globally connected via internet (Hauben
1995).
Other fundraising methods worthy of comment are online newsletters, websites and
cinema. “Websites” were cited by 29.4% of participants and online newsletters by 11.9%
of participants, which are significant rates because NPOs doubled the use of websites and
online newsletters from 2006 to 2009 (IAB Australia & PriceWaterhouseCoopers 2010).
Additionally, it has been noted that websites might be an important trigger for impulse
donations, where some NPOs in the UK have reported 15% of their revenue coming
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through their websites (Bennett 2009). Interestingly, despite the fact that it has the lowest
rate, “cinema” was cited by 4.8% of participants and even more interesting is the fact that
the use of this media by NPOs increased 161% between 2008 and 2010 (Renshaw 2011).
Finally, participants did not mention any approach and/or effective donation via mobile
phone short message service (SMS) nor via smart phone applications as suggested in the
review of the literature in Chapter 4.
To conclude, participants reported an increase in the number of requests for donations in
at least 19 fundraising methods. They were given a list of 19 fundraising methods (only
methods described by the literature) from which to select those methods that they
perceived had increased. Overall, no method was left unselected by participants, where
TV/ads, phone call, face-to-face in public places were the most selected methods, ranging
from: 62.7% to 64.3% of participants, social network media selected by 44.4% of
participants, radio ads, websites, events, face-to-face doorknocking, mails, emails and
merchandising ranging from 22.2% to 31% of participants and the least selected method
was cinema reported by 4.8% of participants. It is also important to highlight that 4.8% of
participants reported other methods that were not available in the list and they are:
airplanes, church, point-of-sale, school mission box, taxis, and university LCD screens.
The implications of these findings for this thesis is that considering the large range and
frequencies of fundraising methods reported by participants it seems that NPOs are using
a variety fundraising products to target individuals. It appears that individuals are not just
experiencing a Multiple-request Environment but indeed, a Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment (DMRE), where there is constant movement in the donation activity of
NPOs. These past experiences of being exposed to a variety of request stimuli over time
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may result on individuals developing what Solomon et al (2013, p.59) calls as “perceptual
filters”, which impacts on the stimulus individuals decide to process, and “adaptation”,
which influences the degree individuals continue to perceive a stimulus over time.
Additionally, individuals may also develop what Sutherland & Sylvester (2000) refer to
as “perceptual blocking”. The effects caused by the Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment on individuals are discussed in detail in Section 8.3.

8.2.3

So, Does the Multiple-request Environment Exist?

Sixty percent of participants in this study have experienced a dynamic giving
environment with multiple requests for donations. They noticed that the number of
requests for donations increased and reported several reasons for the increase. In
particular, they have noticed that NPOs have used different and innovative fundraising
strategies, they also perceived that the number of NPOs increased and the needs have
also increased including the need to support for those affected by natural disasters,
finally, some participants have also demonstrated signs of donation fatigue.
According to the findings presented previously, in this Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment, those participants who perceived an increase in the number of request for
donations reported that it happened, on average in five different fundraising methods. In
other words, overall, participants perceived that the increase in the number of requests
for donations occurred in more than 19 different fundraising methods. The most cited
methods were those called as traditional fundraising methods, such as TV advertising,
face-to-face in public places, phone call and advertising on radio. However, apart from
the traditional methods, the social network media was cited by more than 40% of
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participants. Therefore, except for SMS text message (because this was only described
in 2010), all the remaining fundraising methods described in Chapter 1 were cited by
participants, who perceived an increase in the number of requests for donations in all
those methods including three types not listed in the literature.
Participants reported that they were approached for donations, on average, 1.5 times in
the three-week period prior to the interview. NPOs approached participants using eight
different fundraising methods, where the “Community fundraising/e-Community
fundraising” method, the one that was not listed in the interview schedule, was cited by
4.3% of participants, and all the remaining 7 methods were face-to-face in public places,
phone calls, mail, doorknocking, emails, websites and radio ads. It is important to note
that the two of most disliked methods used to approach participants were phone calls
and face-to-face doorknocking. All approaches were conducted by NPOs from seven
different fields of activities, which included “health”, “community services”,
“international aid”,

“environment and animal welfare”, “sports and recreation”,

“education” and “religious”. Red Cross, Heart Foundation, Salvation Army and World
Vision, four of the most trusted brands, were cited by participants.
It is evident that individuals are experiencing a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment.
As described throughout this section and in Chapter 4, there is a unanimous view in the
literature about the increasing competition in donor markets, sophisticated fundraising
techniques, and multiple-cause giving, but little attention has been given to investigate
the individuals’ perception of a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment (DMRE).
Therefore, this study makes a contribution to the literature. It also contributes by
examining the subsequent effect on donation behaviour of this DMRE.
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In regard to Research Objective 2, “To determine the existence of a Multiple-request
Environment in Australia”, based on the findings described above, it is believed that
Australians are not just experiencing a Multiple-request Environment, but they are
actually experiencing a “Dynamic Multiple-request Environment” (DMRE). Individuals
in Australia perceived that the number of requests for donations increased in frequency
and more importantly, NPOs are using more sophisticated fundraising techniques,
which confirms what was suggested by the literature (Department of Family and
Community Services 2005). In this DMRE, organisations from the health field of
activities seem to apply these sophisticated techniques, as they are the type of NPO
most cited by participants. Finally, in a DMRE, those organisations with stronger brand
recognition tend to be remembered and have their name recalled by individuals as those
listed as Superbrands (Superbrands Australia 1999, 2002, 2005; Superbrands Australia
& Nielsen Australia 2008; cf Superbrands Australia 2011) and therefore are competitive
in this Dynamic Multiple-request Environment.

8.3

From Donation Fatigue to Request Fatigue

As argued previously in this thesis, there is evidence in the literature that individuals are
under the effects of donation fatigue as a result of the Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment. Research objective 3 was to determine this empirically and it was
addressed by asking questions about participants’ perceptions and feelings regarding the
current giving environment. However, by analysing the participants’ written comments
it was identified that many individuals are not tired of donating but they are actually
tired of being continuously asked for donations and therefore, they are suffering from
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“Request Fatigue”. The term Request Fatigue in this thesis was adapted from studies on
“compassion fatigue” and “donor fatigue”. The term “compassion fatigue” was
apparently first used by Maslach (1982) to describe the burnout syndrome amongst
social workers, who described themselves with

emotional exhaustion and losing

motivation to help people (cited in Maslach 2003).
Balabanis et al. (1997) and Polonsky et al. (2002) suggested that the increasing number
of NPOs competing for the donors’ dollars

leads to compassion fatigue because

individuals feel uncomfortable with the number of NPOs demanding their donations. In
another study, Cameron and Haanstra (2008) suggested that the bombardment of
individuals with images and news on social issues including messages and fundraising
appeals from NPOs causes compassion fatigue which would undermine fundraising
activities.
In a research on donors on a Canadian NPO, Barnes (2006) coined the term “donor
fatigue syndrome” and defined it as “an ongoing situation in which individuals are
solicited by a plethora of organisations again and again” and the effects of donor fatigue
were the following manifestations:
Annoyance, where donors became annoyed and irritated because of the
solicitation overload,
Feelings of being “hard-hearted”, where donors ignored requests and others
reported that they learnt how to ignore requests for donations,
Frustration due to the excessive number of requests,
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Mistrust of NPOs, where donors do not trust all organisations and tend to prefer
large and well known NPOs instead small and unknown organisations.
Kinnick et al.(1996) identified that excessive media coverage on some social issues,
which includes messages from NPOs and fundraising appeals, lead to compassion
fatigue. It was also argued that compassion fatigue is not a situational phenomenon but
it is a state phenomenon and not a personality trait. The research identified the
following manifestations of compassion fatigue:
Individuals were tired of hearing about the issue,
Feelings reflecting lack of compassion,
Feelings of anger and frustration,
Selective media avoidance of the issue as a form of self-protection from the
emotional distress.
In an experiment on two different fundraising techniques and fatigue, Jensen et al.
(2013) identified that compliance-gaining fundraising techniques failed to stave off
fatigue. The study tested two different compliance-gaining fundraising techniques:
“driving toward a goal”, which is the use of a goal to elicit compliance (e.g. help us
raise $500) and “legitimising paltry contribution”, which is also known as “even-apenny-helps” technique. Although both are considered successful fundraising
techniques they both failed to stave off fatigue on giving.
In order to describe the findings of this research, this thesis adapts these definitions and
uses their components to describe the donors’ state of being annoyed, pressured and

244

continuously asked for money which leads to being demotivated to donate. Therefore,
this thesis labels this phenomenon as “Request Fatigue” because most participants are
not tired of giving money but are tired of being constantly asked and unhappy with the
manner in which they have been asked for money. This is drawn from the literature and
evidenced later in the chapter. Similar to the compassion fatigue and donor fatigue
concepts, Request Fatigue is a complex construct which was formed by including
several variables. Figure 8.3 shows the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model and
variables associated with the phenomenon, which include:
Annoyance: donors become annoyed and irritated for being constantly asked for
donations, harassed and pressured by fundraisers and having their personal space
invaded.
Confusion: Donors become confused due to the large number of requests and
find it difficult to choose NPOs to donate to.
Hostile response: donors may become vocal and impolite towards the request or
even the fundraiser.
Frustration: donors become frustrated and feel helplessness because they are
not able to donate to all requests.
Blocking Behaviour: individuals may develop blocking behaviour such as
selective avoidance of the requests, where individuals avoid giving encounters
as a form of self-protection from emotional distress and selective exposure,
where they filter the messages they want to hear. They may also develop lack of
trust, where donors question the legitimacy of the request and/or the NPO, and
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hard heartedness, where donors ignore requests and develop tactics to get rid
of the requesters. They also avoid the giving encounter because they feel
helpless, where donors feel helpless and frustrated because they cannot help.

Figure 8.3: Request Fatigue Conceptual Model

Research Objective 3 was to determine this phenomenon empirically and it was
addressed by asking questions of participants’ perceptions of the current giving
environment, reasons they did not donate and what they felt when they did not donate.
Important evidence of Request Fatigue emerged throughout the interviews, which are
included in this analysis. Finally, when it did occur, differences amongst generations are
highlighted. The following sections address these topics.
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8.3.1

The Participants’ Perception on the Current Giving Environment

After participants had been guided into the topic and consequently engaged within their
current giving environment, they were then asked to deepen their opinions/thoughts into
more reflective aspects. They were firstly asked to say whether they liked or disliked the
current giving environment and secondly, asked to express their feelings and thoughts
by reporting the reasons they liked or disliked the current giving environment.
The results show that 203 participants answered the questions and only 8 did not
answer. Figure 8.4 points out that just over half (51%) of participants disliked the
current giving environment. The most frequent response (mode) was ‘dislike’.

Figure 8.4: Participants Feelings About the Current Giving Environment

Like
15.8%

Neutral
33%
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Dislike
51.2%

All generations have similar perceptions of the current giving environment with a high
degree of confidence. The Chi-square test was conducted to identify any possible
association between the perception of the current giving environment and generation.
The result from the Chi-square test indicates that there are no significant differences
between generations and the perceptions on the current giving environment with level of
significance p>0.05. The test showed the Pearson Chi-square value (𝑥 2 ) 8.601, its
significance at the 0.197 (P=0.197) level, 1 cell had expected count of less than 5 and
the minimum expected count was 4.73. Although the Chi-square test did not show
statistically significant differences between generations, Table 8.5 shows that a lower
percentage of younger generations, Gen Yers and iGens, who might have been less
exposed to the DMRE, dislike the current giving environment, as opposed to older
generations, Boomers and Gen Xers, who might have been more exposed to the DMRE.

Table 8.5: Generations’ Feelings About the Current Giving Environment
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Generations

Dislike %

Neutral %

Like %

Boomer

55.9

35.6

8.5

Gen X

64.1

20.5

15.4

Gen Y

44

34.7

21.3

iGen

43.3

40

16.7

Overall Sample

51.2

33

15.8

After reporting their perception on whether they liked or disliked the current giving
environment, participants were encouraged to reflect and express their feelings. A total
of 200 participants reported their thoughts and feelings from which nine themes
emerged. Table 8.6 presents the nine themes and their representative examples and
Table 8.7 shows the frequencies of the themes. The following sections explain each of
the themes and highlight these with illustrative quotes from the participants.
Table 8.6: Themes About Generations’ Feelings of the Current Giving Environment and
Representative Examples

Predictors of Request Fatigue

Themes
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Examples

It is annoying

It’s annoying. I’ll donate if it’s worth it, but it seems they
are just constantly asking for money

Blocking behaviour

I go out of my way to avoid being asked

It is confusing

I feel like donating is confusing when there are so many
charities to choose from.

Hostile: I hate
them!

‘Go Away!’ They try to make you feel bad. I hate them.

It is frustrating

I get rather frustrated because you try and help as much as
you can but it does get rather frustrated when it is a
continual thing.

It is necessary

I think it’s a good thing, people should be aware of the
many charities requiring their assistance.

It is convenient

I actually find it convenient when I am approached in
shopping malls

Table 8.7: Frequencies of Each Theme Regarding Generations’ Feelings About the
Current Giving Environment
Frequencies

%

It is annoying (guilty, invasion of
privacy, about guilty appeals)

73

36.5

Blocking behaviour

14

7

It is confusing

7

3.5

Hostile: I hate them!

4

2

It is Frustrating

3

1.5

It is a necessary

27

13.5

It is convenient/opportunity

3

1.5

Others*

69

34.5

200

100

Predictors of
Request Fatigue

Themes

Total

8.3.1.1 It is Annoying
“It is annoying” is the most cited theme where 73 participants described emotional
reactions to the increasing number of requests for donations. Participants reported being
annoyed mostly because of the invasion of privacy that could be related to phone calls
at inappropriate times or invasion of personal space. Participants also became annoyed
because they perceived that NPOs designed guilt appeals to persuade them to donate, or
because they felt hassled, harassed or pressured by the fundraisers.
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The statements that best described those participants who became annoyed because of
the increasing number of requests for donations are the following:
“There are too many organisations demanding donations and it kind of makes
you against the purpose of donating” (Participant 188 - iGen).
“It’s annoying. I’ll donate if it’s worth it, but it seems they are just constantly
asking for money” (Participant 84 – Gen X).
“I just was more generous last year. I just said yes to more people last year. But
you know, you get tired. You say yes to one, after being asked about different
methods of donation requests. There are a lot of people stopping you on the
street for random things like cream. Nobody is going to donate money if they
have the shits” (Participant 22 - Boomer).
“It feels like I am always been asked to support one cause or another”
(Participant 178 - iGen).
Some participants noticed that some NPOs are using guilt appeals, which are aimed at
making them feel guilty and bad, and they do not like to that. This is described in the
following statements:
“I often feel I am being bombarded with a lot of different charities and made to
feel bad for not donating” (Participant 106 – Gen Y).
“I mostly dislike it because most are guilt appeals” (Participant 13 - Boomer).
“It makes me feel guilty if I don't donate” (Participant 112 – Gen Y).
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“We are made to feel guilty for not donating” (Participant 142 – Gen Y).
There was a group of participants who felt annoyed (invasion of privacy) because they
considered an invasion of their privacy and the following statements describe this
feeling:
“I sometimes feel it is an invasion of privacy especially in public places”
(Participant 89 – Gen X)
“I feel bombarded by ads and invasion of privacy” (Participant 27Boomer).
“I find it intrusive and if it is at a bad time it affects my decision because I may
be hurried and therefore more likely to say no” (Participant 116 – Gen Y).
“Obviously charities are doing good work with money but people who ask on
the street are intrusive, rude and do not take no for an answer” (Participant 121 –
Gen Y).
“At times it can become irritating. I don’t mind someone approaching me in a
public place but when I am at home, door knocking and phone calls annoy me”
(Participant 54 - Boomer).
“They do become a bit annoying when you are in the middle of things”
(Participant 192 - iGen)
The fundraising methods used in the approaches also impact on donors’ perceptions,
where some participants were annoyed with invasive fundraising methods, as
represented in the following statements:
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“The phone calls are a pain when they call after 5pm” (Participant 184 - iGen).
“Telephone calls are annoying” (Participant 69 – Gen X).
“The continual phone calls become annoying” (Participant 44 - Boomer).
“Doorknocking would be annoying but everything else is fine” (Participant 191 iGen).
On the other hand, for some participants, face-to-face could be acceptable as opposed to
phone call as described by the following participant:
“Face-to-face is more likely for me than over the phone. I feel that a person who
calls my home phone has invaded my privacy more so than any other form of
asking for a donation” (Participant 4 - Boomer).
Another group of participants felt annoyed because of the feeling of being pressured by
the fundraiser either over the phone or face-to-face. The following statements describe
this situation:
“I feel pressured by phone calls, especially when they contact my mobile”
(Participant 93 – Gen X).
“I dislike this as I feel pressured to donate to the charity or organisation”
(Participant 193 - iGen).
“The increase means constant approaches asking for donations and you find
yourself struggling to turn them down” (Participant 75 – Gen X).
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“You tell them you do not wish to donate but they continue to call you later on”
(Participant 140 – Gen Y).
“It is annoying” is a theme that was expressed by 73 participants, which is the first
indication of Request Fatigue. Those participants who reported being annoyed reported
perceptions of high volume of requests, invasion of privacy, pressure by the fundraisers
and guilt appeals that make individuals feel guilty. Therefore, the link between
annoyance and Request Fatigue expands the findings from previous studies on
compassion fatigue (cf. Kinnick, Krugman & Cameron 1996; Barnes 2006; Cameron &
Haanstra 2008). This is why it is included in the proposed Conceptual model.

8.3.1.2 Blocking Behaviour
In line with Kinnick’s et al. (1996) findings, “selective avoidance” describes the
blocking behaviour of those participants who developed avoidance strategies as a form
of self-protection against the emotional distress caused by the fatigue on requests.
Blocking behaviour is another outcome of Request Fatigue and was reported by 7% of
participants. Blocking behaviour is a response associated with Request Fatigue and its
manifestations occur from the following types of behaviours: “selective avoidance”,
“hard heartedness”, “selective exposure” and “lack of trust” and they are explained in
turn. This behaviour is demonstrated in the following statements:
“It’s like any other advertisement, they are always there but you don’t have to
take notice” (Participant 187 - iGen).
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“I don’t have the extra money to support charities so go out of my way to avoid
being asked” (Participant 18 - Boomer).
“It is easier to reject things online” (Participant 96 - Gen Y).
Similar to the behaviour described in Barnes (2006), which identified “hard-hearted”
attitudes described by individuals who simply learnt how to ignore requests for help,
“hard heartedness” has also been identified in this study. Individuals have just been
ignoring requests for help, as described in the following statement:
“I’m not bothered by the requests, I have just learnt to ignore it” (Participant 190
- iGen).
Similarly, Kinnick et al. (1996) have also identified the hard-heartedness attitude. They
reported that individuals expressed their discontentment because some social issues
received unwarranted attention from the media at the expense of other social problems.
Similar behaviour was also noted in Request Fatigue and it is described in the following
statement:
“I don’t mind the advertising for worthwhile causes. But I am tired of the ‘Pink’
theme. Pink is a tidal wave, swallowing up needy funds and depriving other
causes of funding” (Participant 52 - Boomer).
This is a behaviour that is emerging with significant implications for non-profit
fundraisers. Another group of participants developed different avoidance strategies, this
being “selective exposure”, where they just select those messages that they want to hear.
The following statements present the comments of those participants who demonstrated
this blocking behaviour:
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“Advertising and face-to-face in public places, we can choose to listen to or just
walk away” (Participant 57 - Boomer).
“I think people seem to ignore the different organisations you can donate to,
unless it’s for a cause that has had an impact on their life in anyway, if it had
caught their attention or their friends or family to donate to that particular
organisation” (Participant 92 – Gen X).
Another manifestation of blocking behaviour occurs when participants demonstrated
lack of trust towards the requester. The excessive number of requests and the way some
participants were approached made them raise questions on the credibility of those
requests or the credibility of those NPOs. This blocking behaviour is well expressed in
the following statements:
“I wonder whether or not charities are trustworthy: do they do what they say
they are going to do with the raised funds? Some fundraising has set donation
prices or limits (e.g. $5, $10, $15)” (Participant 46 - Boomer).
“It makes me wonder how real some charities are though….” (Participant 135 –
Gen Y).
“The new campaigns often seem illegitimate, such as people who come up to me
regularly with requests for different causes each time, or phone calls from
overseas call centres” (Participant 65 – Gen X).
“I hope our donations get to the ones in need” (Participant 44 - Boomer).
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The concern for the legitimacy of some charitable requests exists and it is clear in these
participants’ statements, and it confirms the findings of Sargeant et al. (2006), which
identified a link between the donors’ perception of fundraising communications from
NPOs and donor trust in the organisation.
Blocking behaviour is associated to Request Fatigue, where individuals developed
avoidance strategies to protect themselves against the emotional distress caused by the
Request Fatigue. The following types of behaviours were identified:

“selective

avoidance”, “hard heartedness”, “selective exposure” and “lack of trust”, which are in
line with the findings on compassion fatigue and donor fatigue (cf. Kinnick, Krugman
& Cameron 1996; Barnes 2006; Sargeant, Ford & West 2006). Additionally, “Blocking
Behaviour” could therefore, reinforce the link between giving behaviour and consumer
behaviour literatures, specifically with the concept of “perceptual blocking” identified
by Sutherland & Sylvester (2000).

8.3.1.3 It is Confusing
“It is confusing” emerged as a theme because some participants found it difficult to
select organisations to donate to among several NPOs requesting for donations. This
feeling is well described in the following statements:
“It bothers me because there are so many charities out there to give to, it is hard
to decide who and who not to give to” (Participant 167 – Gen Y).
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“I think when there are too many charities competing for your attention it makes
it more difficult to weigh up who needs your donation more” (Participant 63 –
Gen X).
“This makes it difficult to determine who to donate to and how worthwhile my
donation will be” (Participant 125 – Gen Y).
On the other hand, although some others participants had also felt confused due to the
large number of NPOs demanding their money, they have also reported that they liked
the fact that this means a variety of causes are being supported by those organisations.
And it is well described by the Participant 70 – Gen X:
“I feel like donating is confusing when there are so many charities to choose
from. I like that there are so many organisations aiming to support
people/animals/causes, but it’s easier to care less about most of them and focus
on one or two charities”.
The large number of different NPOs requesting donations from individuals has made
some participants confused about how to choose one organisation from another. It
confirms Sargeant (1999) proposition, which suggests that the increasing number of
NPOs and the diversity of appeals may increase the propensity for donors become
confused.
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8.3.1.4 Hostile: I hate them!
In its most extreme form, Request Fatigue was manifested in strong emotional
reactions, with participants reporting their perception with hostile comments such as: “I
hate them!” The face-to-face fundraising method, both doorknocking or public places
are not just intrusive but participants reported feelings of anger, which also matches
with the Kinnick’s et al. (1996) findings on compassion fatigue. This hostile behaviour
is described in the following statements:
“I hate it when asked to give more when I have already given, it makes me
consider not giving anything at all. With the phone calls, I am already on the
“Do not call” register, so any calls I receive from charities seem like an invasion
of privacy” (Participant 62 – Gen X).
“I hate telemarketers!” (Participant 37 - Boomer)
“I get irritated, I just think it’s an invasion, invasion of my space. They have no
right. Because they get in front of you and they put you on a spot and you just
think ‘Go Away!’ They try to make you feel bad. I hate them!” (Participant 22 Boomer).
Similar to the Kinnick’s et al. (1996) findings, one of the emotional responses on
Request Fatigue was also manifested with feelings of anger, where some participants
clearly made hostile comments against fundraisers.
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8.3.1.5 It is Frustrating
Feelings of frustration, as identified in Barnes (2006), was also identified in this study,
where some participants reported that they feel frustrated because they were not able to
donate in response to all requests. This feeling of frustration was translated by signs of
powerlessness and helplessness, where individuals reported that they are not able to
donate. This is described in the following statements:
“I get rather frustrated because you try and help as much as you can but it does
get rather frustrated when it is a continual thing” (Participant 58 - Boomer).
“Poor... It is disappointing that they are able to ask for requests when they do not
know an individual’s financial situation. It’s frustrating at times” (Participant
171 – Gen X).
Some participants become frustrated because they were not able to donate in all giving
encounters. This, therefore, extends Barnes’ (2006) findings on donation fatigue that
has also identified that individuals may become frustrated due to the number of requests
for donations.

8.3.1.6 It is Necessary
Two groups of participants reported that the increase in the number of requests for
donations is a good thing and necessary: those who liked the increase and those who
disliked the increase in the number of requests for donations, and in total, it was
reported by 27 participants.
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Those participants who found that the large number of requests for donations is not a
problem stated the following comments:
“I don’t have a problem with it, I think it’s just kind of an accepted fact that
people need to raise money in order to help a cause” (Participant 161 – Gen Y).
“I don’t mind it at all. How else would they get donations?” (Participant 10 Boomer)
“I like that they are trying to make a difference and it doesn’t bother me that
they use advertising to create awareness” (Participant 175 – Gen Y).
“I think it is good, helps to raise more awareness and hopefully results in the
organisations receiving more donations and support from people” (Participant 36
- Boomer).
“I like the fact, I think that it is good to make people aware that there is a need or
shortage for donations” (Participant 176 – Gen Y).
“I think it’s a good thing, people should be aware of the many charities requiring
their assistance” (Participant 130 – Gen Y).
“I like it because it creates awareness and people can find a way to give”
(Participant 104 – Gen Y).
Another group of participants reported that while it is annoying, it is also necessary and
the following statements express that view:

261

“I dislike, but they need to get funding from somewhere and they’re not getting
it from the government, so it’s understandable” (Participant 16 - Boomer).
“In some ways it is both good and bad as these causes are important and people
need to be made aware of them” (Participant 75 – Gen X).
“I find it a little bit annoying but I am glad that these organisations are making
the effort to raise money for their cause” (Participant 97 – Gen Y).
“At times where multiple attempts are made in a short period to donate to one
charity is not satisfying but I believe it is in attempt of good reason” (Participant
25 - Boomer).
“It is necessary” emerged as a theme from two distinct groups of participants, those who
liked the increase in the number of requests for donations and those who disliked the
increase, and in both circumstances they consider it necessary. In that sense, for the
latter group of participants, it is annoying but it is necessary, or in other words: a
necessary evil.

8.3.1.7 It is Convenient/Opportunity
This theme emerged from those participants who mostly liked the increase in the
number of requests for donations. And it expresses the idea that the increase gives an
opportunity to these participants to donate, where some participants have also asked that
they should even have more opportunities to donate. These points of view are well
expressed in the following statements:
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“I actually find it convenient when I am approached in shopping malls, as I am
immediately able to donate” (Participant 45 - Boomer)
“It gives you the opportunity to give something back to the community without
thinking about it” (Participant 107 – Gen Y)
“There should be more opportunities to contribute for example, change boxes in
every store, for convenience” (Participant 197 - iGen)
The increase in the number of requests for donations were considered convenient for
some participants and an opportunity to donate without thinking about how and where
to do that.
This concludes the section that describes the participants’ perception of the current
giving environment. This section identified that participants have demonstrated
predictors of Request Fatigue, which is mostly caused by the increase in the number of
requests for donations and the forms of how these requests are made. The participants’
symptoms of Request Fatigue are “annoyance”, “hostile behaviour”, “blocking
behaviour”, “frustration”, and “confusion”. These findings extend previous studies on
compassion fatigue and donor fatigue (cf. Kinnick, Krugman & Cameron 1996; Barnes
2006) towards a new dimension, which is the request. Additionally, this thesis has also
identified that some participants consider the increase in the number of requests for
donations as beneficial, because it raises awareness and also creates an opportunity to
donate. Additionally, this research shows that donors do not lack compassion and are
not tired of donating, they are just tired of being asked, and this finding brings the
discussion to a new perspective, which makes significant theoretical and practical
contributions.
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8.3.2

The Reasons Participants Did Not Donate

In the early days of this research understanding the impact of “saying no” was of
particular interest from the researcher’s time as a fundraiser - how people feel when
they did this, did it affect their donations – it was possible to read some of their body
language but not to know their feelings.
Participants were asked to reflect on and report the reasons they did not donate in the
twelve-month period prior to the interview and how they said no to the request. Three
themes emerged from their reflections, which are presented in Table 8.8 with examples
of participants’ quotations. Figure 8.5 shows the frequencies of each theme. It is
important to highlight that those participants who did not donate because of financial or
temporal reasons, tended to say no to fundraisers by describing the real reasons they
were not donating, e.g. financial problems. However, those participants who did not
donate owing to Request Fatigue, tended to say something different to the fundraisers as
opposed to the real reason behind their negative response. For example, one participant
stated that he/she did not donate because of the pressure received from the fundraiser,
but the participant told the fundraiser that she/he was busy. Therefore, one could argue
whether the answers were genuine or they just did not want to behave rudely. These
themes are described in turn.
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Table 8.8: Themes about the Reasons Why Participants Did Not Donate and Their
Respective Examples
Why not?

Examples

Financial Scarcity

I am not currently financially stable

Annoyance

You can't even go shopping without being reminded of breast
cancer

Time Scarcity

I was in a rush and didn’t have time to stop

Figure 8.5: Themes of Why Participants Did Not Donate

Time Scarcity
11

Annoyance 19

Financial
Scarcity
32

8.3.2.1 Financial Scarcity
The Financial Scarcity theme emerged from those statements in which participants
attempted to describe that the reason they did not donate was because of financial
265

matters. And this financial matter could be either, at the moment of the request or a long
term concern. These two situations are well described in the following statements,
together with how they said no to the fundraiser:
“I declined the offer to donate as I was very busy at the time and I knew I
wouldn’t be able to afford it as the minimum donations started at $50.00. I said,
“I really can’t afford this at the moment” (Participant 116 – Gen Y)
“I am not making as much money due to the economic downturn. I simply said
“I’m sorry I can’t at the moment but maybe in the future” (Participant 149 – Gen
Y)
“Politely said that I cannot afford to donate at this time” (Participant 33 Boomer)
“Sorry, I am unable to donate at this stage” (Participant 98 – Gen Y).
The Financial Scarcity was the reason reported in 32 giving encounters and describes
the responses from those participants who did not donate because of financial situations
and they expressed the same reasons to the fundraisers.

8.3.2.2 Annoyance
Some participants did not donate because they were annoyed. The statements that
describe these feelings of annoyance and the way they said no to the fundraisers are
listed below:
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“I was thinking that you can't even go shopping without being reminded of
breast cancer. I felt like an intrusion of my personal time. I said “I don’t really
need a pen” (Participant 2 - Boomer).
“I didn’t donate because where they positioned themselves really irritated me, I
didn’t want to listen to them, and I don’t think it’s fair how they blocked you in,
which irritated me. I’m not going to give them time for that. I said no by saying
“No, sorry, not interested, in a hurry” (Participant 22 - Boomer).
“I felt pressured and targeted in front of public. “Sorry I’m too busy”
(Participant 96 – Gen Y).
“I don’t like being pestered at shopping centres. I said “No thanks” (Participant
53 - Boomer).
“Because it was during dinner and they were abrupt about it” (Participant 91 –
Gen X).
Being annoyed was the reason participants did not donate reported in 19 giving
encounters. And these statements showed that some participants did not donate because
they were annoyed and because of the questionable credibility of the approach. The
statements also demonstrate that participants told different reasons to the fundraiser,
hiding the real reasons behind their answer, such as the one who did not donate because
the request did not appear credible, but called the fundraiser “mate”.
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8.3.2.3 Time Scarcity
Some participants reported that the reason they did not donate was lack of time to talk
and it tended to be the reasons in face-to-face in public places encounters. This situation
is well explained in the following statements:
“I am always approached in the street during my lunch hour when I am stretched
for time, I said thank you but I have no time” (Participant 19 - Boomer)
“I was in a rush to an appointment. I said “I don’t have time to talk sorry I’m
running late” (Participant 27 - Boomer)
“Sorry I can’t stop and chat because I’m on my way to work.” (Participant 117 –
Gen Y)
Time scarcity was the reason reported in 11 giving encounters, which emerged, mostly
from face-to-face interaction, from those participants who did not have the time to stop
and talk, consequently, they did not donate.
This concludes the section that describes the reasons participants did not donate to
requests for donations and how they said no to the fundraiser. Participants did not
donate because they had financial problems, because they are busy or because they are
suffering from Request Fatigue. Interestingly, those participants experiencing Request
Fatigue tend to hide the real reasons behind their negative response and tell the
requester something different, a believable excuse.
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8.3.3

The Participants Feelings When They Did Not Donate

As discussed previously in the literature review, there is evidence that donors were
suffering from donation fatigue because of the Dynamic Multiple-request Environment.
Research Question 3 sought to empirically determine a DMRE and, therefore,
participants were asked to reflect on and report their feelings when they said “no” in any
giving encounter. In total, sixty five participants reported their feelings and from their
statements four major themes emerged that are listed in Table 8.9 and their frequencies
in Figure 8.6. These themes are presented in turn.

Table 8.9: Themes of How Participants Felt When They Said No and Examples

Theme

Examples

I felt bad because I let
them down

I felt bad, I was letting them down but I knew I was not lying

Existing Donors: Fine, I
give to other charities!

I didn’t feel bad as I donate regularly to various charities

Request Fatigue

Felt like they ask for an amount on a far too regular basis

Indifferent
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It doesn’t worry me when I say no

Figure 8.6: Themes of How Participants Felt When They Said No

Others
9

I felt Bad
27

Indifferent
10

Request
Fatigue
13

Existing
donors
6

8.3.3.1 I felt bad because I let them down
The first most common response, with 27 cases, describes those participants who felt
guilty after saying no to the request for donation. Interestingly, some participants
attempted not just to report their feelings but they actually attempted to understand the
reasons they felt guilty / bad. The statements that best describe these feelings are listed
below:
“I felt bad, like I was letting them down but I knew I was not lying when I gave
the reason as to why” (Participant 116 – Gen Y).
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“Bad, as it makes you feel like you’ve turned your back to people who needed
your help” (Participant 109 – Gen Y).
“Guilty. I felt bad and sorry for them. I wished that I had more money to give. I
wished that I could have at least chatted to them but I was too busy” (Participant
96 – Gen Y).
“I felt guilty and a bit cheap. I felt bad for having wasted their time” (Participant
156 – Gen Y).
“I felt Negative, I feel a responsibility to take action, but I’m not taking it.
Certainly not a positive feeling…” (Participant 16 - Boomer).
“A bit guilty, however with this being so I’m probably more likely to donate
next time around. Even if it’s little, I’m sure it will help” (Participant 46 Boomer).
The majority of those who responded to this question felt guilty or bad when they
denied request for support.

8.3.3.2 Request Fatigue: They ask far too regularly!
Manifestations of Request Fatigue appeared once again (Refer to section 8.3.1). In this
question, an additional of 13 participants exhibited symptoms of Request Fatigue, where
they clearly described being annoyed, irritated and angry. These feelings are well
described in the following participants’ statements:
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“I was very annoyed to have been contacted at home” (Participant 66 – Gen X).
“I was pissed off with them. I was happy to say no. They deserve it” (Participant
22 - Boomer).
“I felt angry because he was a goose” (Participant 121 – Gen Y).
“I felt like they ask for an amount on a far too regular basis” (Participant 76 –
Gen X).
“Little annoyed that Red Cross keeps nagging me” (Participant 151 – Gen Y).
“I felt frustrated, in that they will probably call again asking for a donation
anyway” (Participant 140 – Gen Y).
Some participants exhibited symptoms of Request Fatigue after they denied requests for
donation. They reported that they were annoyed, irritated and even angry about the
giving encounter and the continual solicitations. This reinforces the findings on Request
Fatigue described in section 8.3.1.

8.3.3.3 I Felt Indifferent
Some participants have just not felt anything, as reported. With 10 statements and
mostly with very short responses, these participants chose to report that they were not
feeling anything after saying no to a request for donation. This indifference is well
described in the following statements:
“I felt indifferent” (Participant 79 – Gen X).
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“It doesn’t worry me when I say no” (Participant 19 - Boomer).
“I didn’t feel guilty” (Participant 88 – Gen X).
“No feeling” (Participant 62 – Gen X).
“Not that bad. Indifferent” (Participant 117 – Gen Y).
Interestingly, however, two participants attempted to justify the reasons they felt
indifferent, and it was reported that they did not feel anything by saying no because the
request did not have human contact, as is well described in the following statements:
“I didn't feel anything because the conversation was brief, it wasn't face-to-face
(no human contact). It was only through electronic contact” (Participant 143 –
Gen Y).
“I felt neutral, as it was through the mail” (Participant 131 – Gen Y).
What drives some participants to feel something when they refuse a call for help, occurs
only when it is a personal request, otherwise, they feel nothing. The next section
describes the participants’ feelings when they denied donating requests.

8.3.3.4 Existing Donors: Fine, I give to other charities!
Some participants reported that they felt “not guilty” or “fine” when they denied
requests for support because they have already been donating to other NPOs. Six
participants gave that type of response and the statements that best describe this
behaviour are listed below:
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“Did not feel guilty as I have been a loyal donor in the past and I will donate in
the future when I am capable” (Participant 74 – Gen X).
“Fine as I have a chosen charity. If I was lying I’d feel guilty” (Participant 78 –
Gen X).
“I didn’t feel bad as I donate regularly to various charities” (Participant 86 – Gen
X).
“It was fine because I give to other charities” (Participant 72 – Gen X).
Although some participants denied requests for donations, they did not feel bad or
guilty because they support other charities.

8.4

Conclusion

Chapter 8 finalised the presentations of the results in this thesis, by providing the
findings of two research objectives. The first section describes the findings addressing
RO2, which highlights the existence of a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment.
Participants perceived that the number of requests for donations had increased and also
that NPOs have been using innovative fundraising techniques. In the three-week period
prior to the interview they were asked for donation, on average, 1.5 times and NPOs
from seven different fields of activity used a variety of eight fundraising methods,
which included Community Fundraising and eCommunity Fundraising.
The second section presents the findings related to RO3, which identified the Request
Fatigue phenomenon. Request Fatigue is a complex construct which is formed by
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several variables where individuals may respond by developing blocking behaviour or
even giving hostile responses, this leads to demotivation to donate. A Request Fatigue
Conceptual Model was developed, which provides detailed perspective on variables that
impact on the individuals’ Request Fatigue.
Studies on giving behaviour have suggested that donors are suffering from “compassion
fatigue” or “donation fatigue” (Kinnick, Krugman & Cameron 1996; cf. Balabanis,
Stables & Phillips 1997; Polonsky, Shelley & Voola 2002; Barnes 2006), which,
therefore implies that individuals are tired of donating and lack compassion. However,
this research shows that donors do not lack compassion or are not tired of donating, they
are just tired of being asked, and this finding brings the discussion to a completely new
perspective. Therefore, the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model has significant
theoretical and practical uses because it shows what triggers Request Fatigue and
describes the manifestations of Request Fatigue, which contribute to our knowledge on
the effects of the DMRE. This thesis is the first empirical study to identify Request
Fatigue and design a Conceptual Model in Australia and this is a major, if not the
contribution of this PhD.
The final Chapter, which is Chapter 9, presents the Dynamic Multiple-request
Individual Giving Model and identifies the contribution of this research to the literature
concerning non-profit fundraisers and regulators.
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9 CHAPTER NINE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

9.1

Chapter Outline

This Chapter 9 concludes this thesis by providing an integrated argument to support the
new, reconceptualised Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Content Model.
The chapter starts by explaining how the dimensions of “Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment”, “Generational Effect” and “Request Fatigue” were incorporated into the
new reconceptualised Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model and the
Request Fatigue Conceptual Model. Further, it describes the contribution of this
research, which is allocated into three separate groups, first the contributions to the nonprofit marketing literature, second the contributions to non-profit marketing
practitioners, and finally the contributions to the non-profit public policy regulators. The
following two sections are the research limitations and the recommendations for further
research
An outline of the Chapter is contained in Figure 9.1 overleaf.
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Figure 9.1: Outline of Chapter 9

Chapter Outline
Section 9.1

The Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model
Section 9.2

Contributions of this Research
Section 9.3

Limitations
Section 9.4

Further Research
Section 9.5
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9.2

The New Reconceptualised Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving
Content Model

This research had the purpose to answer three research questions. The first question
asked about the individuals’ perceptions of the current giving environment, their
perception of the frequencies with which they had been asked for donations, if the
number of requests increased or decreased and the fundraising methods and techniques
used in those requests. The question was articulated as: Does a Multiple-request
Environment exists in Australia? The second question sought to uncover whether the
cohort concept of Baby Boomers, Generation X, Generation Y and the Internet
Generation used in commercial marketing could also be used in not-for-profit
marketing, how these generations perceive the Australian giving environment, the
reasons they donate, how they donate and the fundraising methods they most like and
dislike. The question was structured as follows: Do individual donors from different
generational groups in Australia respond differently from each other? And the third
question asked for the individuals attitude towards the current giving environment, if
they like or dislike it, what they feel about it, why they say no to a request, how they say
no to a request, and what they feel when they say no to a request for donation. The
question was articulated as: Are those individuals suffering from donation fatigue?
This section presents the new reconceptualised Dynamic Multiple-request Individual
Giving Content Model, and demonstrates the impact of these three new dimensions.
This research aimed to extend the Sargeant and Woodliffe’s (2007) content model by
incorporating three constructs added to the original content model and to provide an
Australian perspective. The three proposed additions are: (1) Dynamic Multiple-request
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Environment and its effect on individuals’ donation motivation and behaviour, (2)
Generational effects on motivation, (3) and Donation Fatigue Effect. As discussed in
Chapter 4, from the inclusion of these three constructs a proposed Multiple-request
Individual Giving Model was developed.
The final model is designed to explain how the Dynamic Multiple-request Environment
impacts the individual’s giving behaviour considering all Sargeant and Woodliffe
(2007) variables and including the new components that emerged from this research.
This model brings the Sargeant and Woodliffe’s (2007) model up to the present (2014)
in Australia’s highly competitive environment, where individuals are suffering from
Request Fatigue and it also incorporates the generations’ behaviour. The latter is an
advantage because of recent studies on the consumer behaviour of generations, in
particular the younger generations, where little is known on their charitable giving
behaviour.
Figure 9.2 presents the Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model and
highlights the constructs, which have been added. Further, the impacts of these
additions, which are the “Dynamic Multiple-request Environment”, “Request Fatigue”
and “Generations” (Boomers, Gen X, Gen Y and iGen) and the boxes in which each
construct is included are separated from the model and are discussed in turn, as are their
implications for theory and practice.
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Figure 9.2: Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model
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9.2.1

Dynamic Multiple-request Environment – A Changing Environment

In the review of the literature it was suggested that individuals in Australia were
experiencing an environment of ever increasing multiple requests for donations. This
research, however, has identified that Australians are experiencing a Dynamic Multiplerequest Environment, where individuals have been continuously bombarded not just by
a large number of requests for donations, but also by sophisticated fundraising
techniques, which are continuously changing due to the competitive nature of the
fundraising market. Moreover, the increasing number of NPOs has also contributed to
the increase in requests for donations. Therefore, this has been labelled as a Dynamic
Multiple-request Environment. Figure 9.3 depicts the Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment box from the Model (refer to Figure 9.2) and highlights the new
characteristics of this environment, which are discussed in turn.
Figure 9.3: The Dynamic Multiple-request Environment
DYNAMIC MULTIPLE-REQUEST
ENVIRONMENT
Inputs / Sources
Branding 
Reputation & Awareness
Media
Modes of ask
Sophisticated fundraising techniques
e-Community Fundraising
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9.2.1.1 Donors are feeling bombarded: The Number of Requests for Donations
Increased
This research confirms that there is an increase in the number of requests for donations
and donors are feeling bombarded because of this increase. Here, two statements are
worth presenting as illustration of this:
“I often feel I am being bombarded with a lot of different charities” (Participant
106 – Gen Y).
“I feel bombarded by ads” (Participant 27 - Boomer).
The impact of this increase is immense and is reflected throughout the whole model, in
particular in “perceptual inhibitors”, for which the researcher has coined the term:
“Request Fatigue”.

9.2.1.2 NPOs are applying different marketing strategies
This thesis has shown that NPOs have not just increased the number of requests for
donations but they have also applied different fundraising techniques. Some NPOs are
using different techniques by developing a diverse range of charitable products, or
running fundraising campaigns in specific seasons, and also raising awareness and
building relationships with potential donors using face-to-face approaches.
Additionally, this thesis has also identified an increase in community fundraising, in
particular electronic community fundraising using social network media, which has
been seen as popular amongst younger generation, mostly Generation Y and Internet
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Generation, the interactive generation (McCrindle & Wolfinger 2009). eCommunity
fundraising appears to be very well accepted amongst these generations, which indicates
an opportunity for NPOs to increase the number of requests for donations encouraging
the individual’s own initiative. On the other hand, the increase in the number of requests
for donations and the applications of different marketing strategies has its cost, and it is,
as this thesis has shown, Request Fatigue.

9.2.2

The Request Fatigue Effect

This section describes the phenomenon of Request Fatigue, which is mostly caused by
the bombardment of requests for donations within the Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment. Request Fatigue is incorporated in the model under the new variable
labelled “Perceptual Inhibitors”. This variable reflects the immediate impact of the
Dynamic Multiple-request Environment on individuals’ giving behaviour and acts as a
filter that has the strength to inhibit individuals preparedness to donate. The literature on
giving behaviour suggested that individuals were suffering from “compassion fatigue”
or “donation fatigue”. However, this research identified that individuals from all
generations are not lacking compassion nor tired of donating because they are all
willing to support charities, but individuals from generations are actually tired of being
continuously asked for donations and the way they have being constantly asked for
money. For this reason, this thesis concludes that Australian individuals from all
generations are suffering from “Request Fatigue”, which inhibits their willingness to
donate. Therefore, in the Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Content Model,
Request Fatigue was tagged as a “perceptual inhibitor”. The variables associated with
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the phenomenon of “Request Fatigue” include “annoyance”, “hostile response”,
“blocking behaviour”, “confusion”, and “frustration” (Refer to Chapter 8). Figure 9.4
depicts the Perceptual Inhibitors box from the Model and highlights Request Fatigue
(refer to Figure 9.2) and Figure 9.5 shows the Request Fatigue Conceptual Model.

Figure 9.4: Perceptual Inhibitors

Perceptual Inhibitors

Request Fatigue
Annoyance (invasion of privacy, pressured, guilty
appeals, high volume of requests)
Confused
Frustration
Hostile response
Blocking behaviour (selective avoidance, hard
heartedness, selective exposure, lack of trust)

Individuals are annoyed for being continuously bombarded by numerous requests for
donations and the way they have been asked. In this thesis, annoyance is translated as
invasion of privacy, in particular when originating from requests for donations made
over the phone and door-knocking. These are also the most disliked methods of
approach. The hard-sell practices applied by some fundraisers also annoy individuals,
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in particular in face-to-face either doorknocking or in public places and phone calls. The
exaggerated use of guilt appeals, when these are intentionally used to persuade
individuals to donate have caused annoyance to individuals. Therefore, the outcome of
this bombardment of appeals on individuals is “Request Fatigue”.

Figure 9.5: Request Fatigue Conceptual Model

“Request Fatigue” is a complex phenomenon and is, therefore, manifested in different
attitudes and behaviours. Regardless of the generational group, the manifestations
appear to be different between individuals in form and intensity, where some
individuals may aggressively respond to the request and others may simply develop
blocking behaviour and other individuals may do both. Individuals may develop
strategies to protect themselves against the emotional distress caused by the requests, by
going out of their way to avoid any possible giving encounter or just ignoring requests
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for donations. This blocking behaviour identified in the individual’s giving environment
extends studies on consumer behaviour, in particular, the concept of “perceptual
blocking” (Sutherland & Sylvester 2000).
“Request Fatigue” may also be manifested when individuals feel confused with the
large number of different “charitable products” (Sargeant & Woodliffe 2007, p.281) and
different NPOs. Unable to donate to all requests, individuals find it difficult to select the
NPO in line with their values and beliefs. This confirms Sargeant’s (1999) suggestion
that the increasing number of NPOs and the diversity of appeals may increase the
propensity for donors becoming confused.
Overall, individuals suffering from “Request Fatigue” tend to reject requests for
donations or become demotivated to donate, which therefore impacts on the subsequent
components of the content model. If a request for donation gets through the “perceptual
inhibitor” filter, the individuals’ “perceptual reaction” will therefore be different.

9.2.3

Individual Characteristics – The Generational Effect on Giving Behaviour

In light of the findings from Chapter 6 and Chapter 7, it became clear that there are
some differences in donation behaviour between individuals from different generational
groups. The differences vary from the type of NPOs they select to donate to, to the
fundraising method they like to be approached by, which therefore impacts on their
perceptions of all the other components of the Dynamic Multiple-request Individual
Giving Model. Therefore, this is why generations were overlaid on the existing model,
to provide a broader explanation variable than a unique individual approach. Figure 9.6
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depicts the Individual Characteristics box from the Model and highlights Generations,
for whom impacts are discussed in turn.

Figure 9.6: Individual Characteristics

Individual characteristics

Demographic
Lifestyle
Geo-demographic
Generations:
Baby Boomers,
Gen X,
Gen Y,
iGen

9.2.3.1 Generations Prefer Being Approached by Different Fundraising Methods
Although TV ads/programs and face-to-face in public places are included in the top five
most liked fundraising methods by all generations, the intensity is different and the
preferences for the remaining methods are different. The generations’ attitudes towards
electronic fundraising methods in particular, are different. Individuals from the Gen Y
and iGen prefer to be approached through social network media, while the attitude is not
the same when it is asked of Boomers and Gen Xs. Gen Y individuals like websites, but
although websites are considered electronic media, iGen members do not share the same
attitude, but follow the Boomers and Gen Xs attitudes and tend to avoid websites.
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Boomers still have strong bonds with the traditional fundraising methods, together with
members of the generation X, which are events, mail/letterbox, radio ads and
doorknocking. Not surprisingly however, the Gen Y preferences for methods are
widespread amongst the largest range of options, from the traditional media to the more
contemporary ones. It is really worth noting that the interactive media savvy Gen Ys
seem to engage and respond very well to electronic community fundraising, which is
voluntarily and, from the NPOs perspective, almost costless to implement.
Overwhelmingly, the most unpopular methods amongst all generations are phone calls
and doorknocking. While the phone call method confirms previous studies (cf.
Department of Family and Community Services 2005), the doorknocking method
contradicts the same study, where it was found to be the preferred method of approach.
However, one could argue whether the individuals’ perception is set by the fundraising
method itself or how the fundraising method is used by fundraisers, in other words, how
the approach is made. Additionally, one could also argue the power of “Superbrands”
like Salvos and Red Cross against the unpopular doorknocking appeals since, once,
these well-known brands were well accepted using this fundraising method.

9.2.3.2 The Motives: From pure altruism to helper’s high
In line with the findings presented in Chapter 6, altruistic motives are still the most
reported reasons that members of all generational groups donate. The altruistic motives
identified in this thesis are “pure altruism” (Burnett & Wood 1988, p.8), “empathy”,
“sympathy” and “make a difference”. Overall “pure altruism” is the reason that most
participants donate, except iGens, and the second is for empathetic reasons, except for
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Gen Y participants. Interestingly, just 9.1% of Gen Y respondents donated for
empathetic reasons, which is well below the overall rate and also any other generation
rate. Only Boomers and Gen X participants were interested to “make a difference” and
only Gen Y donated for sympathetic reasons.
On the other hand, the generations’ intentions to donate seem to be governed by a wider
range of Egoistic Motives, and amongst them are the most significant differences
between generations. For instance, the highest rate of donations given for self-interest
motives are amongst members of the Generation Y, where members of this generation
engage themselves into giving encounters just to experience “helper’s high” or to avoid
the feelings of “non-helper’s low”.
Amongst those less selfish motives, the highest rate of donations that seek to
demonstrate affinity with family members and friends are from the Boomers. In line
with the literature (cf. Sargeant, Ford & West 2006), this thesis identified that they tend
to support in particular NPOs from the health field of activities. Additionally, Boomers
have also donated in bereavement circumstances, where they tend to support
causes/NPOs related to the deceased. The latter, has also been identified in the Routley,
Hudson and Sargeant (2013) study.

9.2.3.3 Generations have Different Preferences for Types of Charity
Individuals from different generations tend to prefer to support different types of
charities. They mostly tended to report just the types of charity, however, some
individuals from different generations recalled specific brands, where some brands were
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more salient to one generation than another. Individuals were not asked specifically
about any type of charity or a particular brand, therefore, their self-reporting represents
a sort of unaided recall.
Charities from the health field of activity, such as heart care and cancer care and
research motivated by “Familial Utility” are on the top of the Boomers’ priority list, this
confirms Bennett’s (2012) findings which suggest that older individuals are more likely
to support health related issue NPOs. In terms of brands, Salvation Army appears to be
more successful amongst Boomers than Red Cross and World Vision. It seems to be
that Boomers do not like community services organisations or, alternatively, community
services organisations are not sending the appropriate messages to Boomers, because
these organisations had the lowest response rate from Boomers compared to any other
generational group. Community services organisations, on the other hand, are successful
amongst Generation X and also The Salvation Army, World Vision and Red Cross,
which are the Superbrands Australia (1999, 2002, 2005; 2008; 2011) most trusted
brands. For Gen Y individuals, Red Cross is the most successful brand followed by
Salvation Army and the types of organisations they prefer to support are community
services, animal welfare, vision impaired care and education. (Please refer to Appendix
D).

9.2.3.4 Individuals do neither Budget nor Plan for Donations
This thesis is the first empirical study to enquire about individuals’ budgeting behaviour
for donations, in particular by generation and in Australia. The great majority of
individuals do not budget and do not plan their charitable gifts. Another interesting
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aspect is that the tendency for not budgeting or planning is slightly higher amongst Gen
Y and iGen individuals than Boomers and Gen X individuals. Figure 9.7 depicts the
Processing Determinants box from the Model (Refer to Figure 9.2) and highlights
Budgeting.
Figure 9.7 Processing Determinants

Processing Determinants
Past Experience
− Budgeting
Judgement Criteria
− Impulsive Donation
− Conspicuous donation
behaviour

There are two main reasons individuals do not budget: firstly, because of their financial
circumstances that make budgeting for donations a secondary or not important priority;
secondly, and probably the most important for practitioners, are those individuals who
are aware that they donate only by impulse. Impulsive donation behaviour is discussed
in the next section.
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9.2.3.5 Impulsively, this is how Individuals Like to Donate
Impulsive donation is considered not an abnormal behaviour. While impulsive buying
behaviour in the retail literature tends to be criticised, described as abnormal behaviour
and comparable to compulsive buying (Schiffman et al. 2010), this research identified
that when it turns into the giving realm, impulsive behaviour is considered acceptable,
normal and apparently, enjoyable. Because this study has shown that individuals from
all generations have a positive attitude towards impulsive giving. Figure 9.7 depicts
Processing Determinants from the model and Impulsive Donation and Conspicuous
Donation Behaviour, which impacts are discussed in turn.
Although all generations donate comfortably by impulse, there are differences in
impulsive donation behaviour amongst generations, where individuals from Generation
Y tend to be more impulsive and see it as an opportunity to donate. The circumstances
in which individuals donate by impulse vary, where three in particular are important to
highlight; these are “The Power of the Ask”, “If Natural Disasters Occurred” and
“Conspicuous Donation Behaviour”.
“The Power of the Ask” describes those individuals who donate by impulse just because
they are asked. This thesis suggests that those individuals would not donate if they were
not asked for donation, which highlights how important the simple act of asking is. This
supports what practitioners usually say: “if you want the money you have to ask for it”
(Klein 2001b, p.vii). On the other hand, however, it could also be argued that the more
NPOs ask for donations the more they contribute to the impact of Request Fatigue.
Therefore, it remains to be seen how many times one could be asked before it turns into
Request Fatigue.
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According to the Investors Chronicle in 1991, disaster appeals are not prone to
compassion fatigue (cited in Bennett & Kottasz 2000, p.353) and likely not to be prone
to Request Fatigue as well. This thesis identified that individuals tend to donate by
impulse when natural disasters occur, therefore, charitable products for disaster relief
could be an opportunity to recruit new donors.
Another circumstance that this thesis identified as an Impulsive Donation motivator is
the “Conspicuous Donation Behaviour”, which was first identified in Grace and Griffin
(2009). Amongst different forms of conspicuous donation behaviour, this research
identified that donations sought from a group of individuals tend to have positive
outcomes because when one individual donates the others do not want to be seen as the
one who does not support charities, which would result in higher response rates.
These contributions and modifications to the model form the many contributions of this
thesis and will be discussed in the following section.

9.3

Contributions of this Research

In light of the findings and analysis of this thesis, a case can be made for several points
of contribution in relation to the individual giving behaviour discipline. This research
makes three distinct set contributions: (1) contributions to the literature, (2)
contributions to Non-profit Practitioners and (3) contributions to Public Policy. These
contributions are presented in turn.
Key concepts labelled in this this thesis: “Request Fatigue”, “Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment”, “Giving Encounter”, and “Avoiding Non-helper’s Low”.
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9.3.1

Contributions to the Non-profit Marketing Literature

As a major theoretical contribution, this thesis extends the Sargeant and Woodliffe’s
(2007) Giving Behaviour Model by incorporating three new constructs, which are: (1)
Dynamic Multiple-request Environment, (2) Request Fatigue, which includes the
Request Fatigue Conceptual Model and (3) Generational effect and the implications of
these three additions in the Australian giving environment, and designing the content
model called Dynamic Multiple-request Individual Giving Model.
An important contribution of this study is the recognition of the Dynamic Multiplerequest Environment. As addressed in the review of the literature, several studies
identified the increasing number of NPOs and increasing competition between NPOs in
the donor market. However, their impact on individuals’ perception and motivation
were yet to be uncovered. This study complements the literature by providing evidence
from individuals in Australia that they are experiencing a Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment. This finding opens a new framework to study individual giving behaviour
and consequently an avenue of research opportunities.
The findings regarding the donation behaviour of individuals in Australia from a
generational perspective add knowledge to the literature of both individual giving
behaviour and the literature on consumer behaviour of generations. Although there are
several studies, mostly in US, UK and France (e.g. Yankelovich, Skelly and White, Inc
1984; Waters 2002; Centre on Philanthropy at Indiana University 2010; Urbain,
Gonzalez & Gall-Ely 2013), investigating the giving behaviour of some specific
generations, little attention has been given to the generations’ giving behaviour in
Australia. From a commercial marketing perspective this thesis provides evidence, for
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instance, for the suggestion that the younger generation prefer online media (McCrindle
& Wolfinger 2009), because it identified that Gen Y and iGen participants prefer to be
approached by social network media and websites as opposed to Baby Boomers and
Gen X participants.
This thesis defines the term “Giving Encounter”. The term “Giving Encounter” was
adapted from the concept of “service encounter” (Shostack 1985, p.243). Therefore
“Giving Encounter” is defined in this thesis as “a period of time during which an
individual directly interacts with a NPO for the giving/donation of money purposes”.
This research adds the “Impulsive Donation Behaviour” concept to the individual giving
behaviour discipline, which therefore confirms and expands Bennett’s (2009) findings
on online impulsive behaviour, firstly, by incorporating additional fundraising methods
and not just online on websites, secondly, by identifying different circumstances that
trigger the impulsive donation amongst generations, thirdly, by providing an Australia
perspective. An important related contribution to what is presently known about
impulsive donation behaviour is that there is strong evidence that “conspicuous
donation behaviour” (Grace & Griffin 2009) is a motivating factor to impulsive
donation. Another related contribution to the literature is that this study identifies that
the “helper’s high” (Bennett & Gabriel 1999) is another motivating factor to impulsive
donation and confirms what Bennett (2009) suggested that the “helper’s high” may
trigger online impulsive donation. On the other hand, this study has also identified that
avoiding the feelings of “Non-helper’s Low” may also trigger impulsive donation. The
“Non-helper’s Low” concept was adapted from Bennett and Gabriel (1999) and Batson
et al. (1988), and suggests that some individuals are egoistically motivated to donate to
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charities just to avoid any punishment for not donating or to reduce the personal distress
that might be experienced during the giving encounter.

9.3.2

Contributions to Non-profit Marketing Practitioners

The understanding that individuals are aware that they are living in a Dynamic
Multiple-request Environment, and they have demonstrated manifestations of Request
Fatigue is of growing importance to non-profit marketing practitioners. They need to
develop deeper understanding of these variables and their implications for the
individuals’ giving behaviour because they can be vital to position their cause in the
right spot of the donors mind and become competitive in the Australian giving
landscape.
Non-profit marketers should know the individuals’ reactions when they are suffering
from Request Fatigue, because the final result is discouragement to donate.
Furthermore, practitioners should avoid the risk of increasing Request Fatigue amongst
their donors by just following the common view that “the more we ask the more money
we get” (cf. Klein 2001b; McKinnon 1999). The Request Fatigue Conceptual Model
would help to identify the factors that cause Request Fatigue and reduce its impact.
In a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment it is important that non-profit marketing
practitioners design appropriate fundraising campaigns. These non-profit marketers
need to develop a deeper understanding of what triggers the individuals impulsive
donation behaviour, such as the importance of the “ask”, the link between “conspicuous
donation behaviour” and impulsive donation, the individuals “helper’s high”
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phenomenon, and others. Furthermore, charitable products related to natural disasters,
trigger impulsive donations, which is not prone to donation fatigue (Bennett & Kottasz
2000) and it also attracts first time donors and spontaneous donations. Therefore, nonprofit marketing practitioners who are aware of the impact of these variables would be
able to develop comprehensive resource mobilisations plans to break through the noise
of the Dynamic Multiple-request Environment.
The understanding of generational giving behaviour identified in this study would be an
important tool for those non-profit marketers. For instance, just to mention one
reflection, Gen Y prefer one-off donations, they donate by impulse more than any other
generation, they like community services NPOs, which is Gen Y’s preferred type of
charity, and they like to be approached by social network media. Marketers could
segment their donor market into generations and design appropriate campaigns for each
generational group and alternate the messages by generation. However, care should be
taken since this study confirms the McCrindle and Wolfinger’s (2009) findings, which
suggested that there are behaviours related to generations and others that are related to
age and family lifecycle, of which the latter is different and may change as individuals
age.
Furthermore, some generations tend to donate for different reasons, for instance, Gen
Xs do not respond very well to “self-interest material” as opposed to Gen Ys, while Gen
Ys respond well to “self-interest high” and Boomers respond well to “familial utility”
more than any other generation. Therefore, non-profit marketers designing campaigns
have to be aware of what motivates individuals in order to design the ideal approach.
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In terms of how generations donate, non-profit marketing practitioners, targeting Gen
Ys, for instance, should ask for small amounts of money, because they decide based on
what they have in their wallet, while targeting Gen X and Boomers, practitioners should
give a range of options for them to choose.
This study would probably be the first to uncover donors’ budgeting behaviour in
Australia. And it identified, for instance that individuals from the Baby Boomer
generation, Gen X and Gen Y, have different budget behaviour, where Boomer and Gen
X tend to prefer to budget their support as opposed to Gen Y and iGen.
Another important aspect that non-profit marketing practitioners should be aware of is
the fundraising methods by which individuals from different generations like to be
approached. The findings show that each generation has its own preferred range of
fundraising methods. However, it is important to highlight that one new method
emerged and it actually matches to Miller’s (2009) recommendations on online
community fundraising, which is e-Community Fundraising. Additionally, this method
has not been disliked by participants and there are indications that it is very effective.
Although the literature suggests that the return rate from this method is low, it
highlights the importance of the “social network effect” phenomenon (Saxton & Wang
2013), which would be an important advantage in the donor market. This study has also
listed those fundraising methods by which individuals do not like to be approached,
where phone calls and face-to-face doorknocking are the most disliked by all
generations.
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9.3.3

Contributions to Non-profit Public Policy Regulators

The findings of this study would be valuable to the non-profit organisations regulators
as the sector evolves and constant changes need to be implemented. The Productivity
Commission (2010b), for instance, suggests a series of recommendations including
some related to fundraising, and fundraising regulation. It suggests that the Fundraising
Acts should be consistent throughout each State and Territory to ensure effective
“national campaigning”, because at the moment NPOs cannot standardise their
fundraising campaigns because of the differences in state legislations. The Productive
Commission (2010b) recommends, amongst others: (1) a complete definition of
fundraising activities, and (2) encompassing definitions of contemporary fundraising
activities, such as internet fundraising. Therefore, this study provides valuable
information to the regulators to implement the above recommendations.
Additionally, this study would be fundamental to Australia’s professionals fundraising
peak body, the Fundraising Institute Australia (FIA). FIA has developed the Principles
and Standards of Fundraising Practice and makes sure that it is constantly updated.
Additionally, FIA also provides training and professional development throughout the
whole sector. The issues that emerged from the Request Fatigue phenomenon, in
particular on what causes annoyance, which are invasion of privacy and fundraisers’
hard-selling approach, will be surely be an important resource to FIA in upgrading its
code of practices.
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9.4

Limitations

While important insights have been collected about giving experiences of individuals
from different generational groups, their perceptions on the Dynamic Multiple-request
Environment and its impact on Request Fatigue, there are also some limitations
acknowledged in this research.
The main limitation of this research project is the standardised approach because it did
not permit the interviewer to follow up topics or issues that were not anticipated (Patton
2002). However, as Kemmis and McTaggart in 2000 highlighted, there are situations
when the researcher may need to make sacrifices in a methodological context in
exchange for time and more efficacious use of resources (cited in Patton 2002, p.398).
One, therefore, might have faced a dilemma between gaining in time and the number of
responses, and losing more detailed information.
The sample’s geographic area might also have influenced the results of this research.
Although students who are enrolled in the University of Wollongong come from a
significant catchment area, they are based in two specific regions, which are South
Sydney and Illawarra, and these regions have their own particularities. Because students
were instructed to interview their family and close friends, it might have caused a
significant impact on individuals’ perceptions of the current giving environment. In
particular the responses from participants based in Illawarra and Wollongong, because
they were part of the group of regions which held the highest unemployment rates in
NSW during the period that the interviews were applied (Montoya 2013).
A number of the participants’ responses had references to the increasing number of
natural disasters and this had intrigued the researcher. An investigation on the events
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that occurred prior to the period when the interview was applied may explain this
phenomenon. There were four major natural disasters prior to the interview in 2011: the
Queensland Flood (SMH 2011), the Cyclone Yasi (Reilly, Wright & Hannan 2011), the
Japanese earthquake and tsunami (Pletcher 2013) and the Christchurch earthquake in
New Zealand (Wright 2011). Experiencing the reporting of these four major events
prior to the interview may be another limitation of this research.

9.5

Further Research

The existence of the Dynamic Multiple-request Environment leaves room for further
research to be undertaken in the field of individuals’ choice of charitable causes. This
research suggests that individuals from different generational groups may have different
preferences for charitable causes. Similarly, Bennett (2003) suggests that individuals’
personal values influence the specific charity or cause that the individuals might
choose to support. Furthermore, Bennett (2012) investigated “multi-cause giving” and
identified that in the “ferocious competition in donor markets”, individuals tend to
support charities from different causes but mostly, that there are associations between
some choices of causes, for instance, individuals who donated to animal welfare
organisations tend to support arts and cultural organisations as their second choice of
cause. An investigation on generations and the associations between their preferences
for different charitable causes and “multi-cause giving” within the Dynamic Multiplerequest Environment would be worthy of extensive future investigation.
Impulsive donation is another field for further research. This research identified that
impulsive donation is a significant share of the ordinary individuals disposable income
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in Australia. Furthermore, Bennett (2009) suggests that a large proportion of impulsive
donors are also donors who donated for the first time to some NPOs. It would be useful
to examine what motivates individuals from different generational groups to donate
impulsively.
Finally, this research incorporated into the Sargeant and Woodliffe (2007) content
model, the Dynamic Multiple-request Environment, Request Fatigue and the impact on
Generations, the development of a process model in Australia’s Dynamic Multiplerequest Environment would make an important contribution to the literature and to the
Non-profit Sector.
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Interview schedule
We are doing some research on charities, also known as not-for-profit organisations, in
Australia and would like to speak with you on this topic. This interview could take
approximately 10-15 minutes of your time.
Do I have your permission to record the interview? (If not, OK, just take written notes. If
yes, then start recording and repeat: Do I have your permission to record the interview?)
1) Have you noticed if the number of requests for donations from charities has been
more/less/or about the same over the last year?
Your thoughts:

Where? Tick the method(s) that they have seen an increase on.




Method

Method
Face-to-face doorknocking
Face-to-face in public places
Phone call
TV ads/program
Radio ads/program
Mail/letter box
Social network media
Newspaper ads/inserts
Magazines ads/inserts
Billboards
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Back of buses
Bus stop
Train stations
Cinema
email
Online newsletter
websites
merchandising
Events
OTHER:

2) How do you feel about this (like, dislike, neutral and why)?
Your thoughts:

3) Have you been approached in the last 3 weeks for a donation? If so, how were you
approached?
Yes (please, list as many you are able to recall)
No, GO TO QUESTION 6
Approach 1)
Who from (organisation)?
How?

Approach 2)
Who from (organisation)?
How?

Approach 3)
Who from (organisation)?
How?
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4) And did you donate in these approaches?
If YES, why did you donate and how did you decide the amount you donated? Was that a
regular donation (automatic payment) or an one-off donation?
Approach 1) Your thoughts:

Approach 2) Your thoughts:

Approach 3) Your thoughts:

If NOT, why? How did you say no? Can you remember the exact words you used?
Approach 1) Your thoughts:

Approach 2) Your thoughts:

Approach 3) Your thoughts:
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5) Do you remember how you felt when you said no?
Your thoughts:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In this next part of the interview I’ll be asking your opinions about
your donation behaviour in general, not just within the last 3 weeks.
6) Do you normally budget (plan) your donations?
Your thoughts:

7) Have you noticed if you have been donating more or less money in the past year?
Your thoughts:

8) Have you ever donated by impulse? If so, why and how does it happen?
Your thoughts
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9) Have you noticed if you have been donating to more or less different types of charities /
non-profit organisations in the last year? No
On ongoing and regular basis (e.g. automatic payment)
How many charities
Approximately

Occasionally (ad hoc donations)
How many charities
Approximately

Your thoughts:

10) Do you always donate when you are asked? Why?
YES
NO
Your thoughts:

11) Do you have favourite charities that you support in an ongoing or occasional way? If
so, which charities and why are they your favourites?
Your thoughts:

12) In how many ways do you give support to your favourite organisation/s (e.g.
volunteering and / or donating money and /or donating of goods? Why?
Your thoughts:
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13) Have you ever stopped donating to one charity in order to start donating to another
charity? How did you feel about it?

14) How do you like to be asked for a donation?


Method
Face-to-face doorknocking
Face-to-face in public places
Phone call
TV ads/program
Radio ads/program
Mail/letter box
Social network media
Newspaper ads/inserts
Magazines ads/inserts
Billboards



Method
Back of buses
Bus stop
Train stations
Cinema
email
Online newsletter
websites
merchandising
Events
Other:



Method
Back of buses
Bus stop
Train stations
Cinema
email
Online newsletter
websites
merchandising
Events
Other:

Comments:

15) How you do NOT like to be asked for a donation?


Method
Face-to-face doorknocking
Face-to-face in public places
Phone call
TV ads/program
Radio ads/program
Mail/letter box
Social network media
Newspaper ads/inserts
Magazines ads/inserts
Billboards

Comments:
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16) To wrap up: Can you give us an overview on why you think you donate or do not
donate to certain charities?

17) In which generational group would you fit in? Please, tick the respective box

Oldest Generation
Born before 1927
Lucky Generation
Born 1926 and 1946
Baby Boomers
Born 1946 and 1964
18) Gender (don’t ask, just tick the box)
Male
Female

19) Education:
Year 12
TAFE (Cert III – Adv diploma)
Bachelor
Post-graduate

320

Generation X
Born 1965 and 1979,
Generation Y
Born 1980 and 1994,
Internet Generation (iGen)
Born after 1994

20) Occupation:
Managers
Professionals
Technicians and Trades Workers
Community and Personal Service Workers
Clerical and Administrative Workers
Sales Workers
Machinery Operators and Drivers
Labourers
Pensioners
Student
Other (please state it):

21) Annual personal income:
0 - $37,000
$37,001 - $80,000
$80,001 - $120,000
$120,001 - $160,000
$160,001 and over

22) If applicable - Annual HOUSEHOLD income:
0 - $37,000
$37,001 - $80,000
$80,001 - $120,000
$120,001 - $160,000
$160,001 - $200,000
$200,001 - $300,000
$300,001 and over

23) How much approximately have you donated in the last twelve months?
Comments:
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APPENDIX C: THE RECENT GIVING ENCOUNTERS

The Recent Giving Encounter Experiences
Participants were asked to report whether they were approached for donations in the
three-week period prior to the interview. A total of 104 participants reported being
approached by NPOs requesting donations and some participants were approached up to
three times in this period, which resulted an average of 1.5 approaches reported per
participant. Table C.1 shows the number of participants who were approached in this
period. A nationwide study noted changes in the number of approaches over the years,
with 88% of individuals approached in 1993, 74% in 1997 and 85% in 2003 (Department
of Family and Community Services 2004). These differences would indicate a
considerable decrease in the number of approaches to 64% in the current study, however,
because of the differences in the research designs, these differences would be
inconclusive.
Figure C.1 shows the number participants who recall one, two and three approaches,
where just over 50% recalled one approach and the remaining recalled over two and more
approaches.
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Table C.1: Frequencies of Approaches Received by Generations
Response

N

%

Yes, I was approached

104

64

No, I was not approached

58

36

Total

162

100%

Figure C.1: The Number of Participants Number of Approaches
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

56.7%

31.7%

11.5%

0.0%
Recalled 1 approach

Recalled 2 approaches

Recalled 3 approaches

This section described the number of approaches participants received in a period of
three weeks prior to the interview.
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Methods of Approach in These Giving Encounters
Seeking to find out the fundraising methods used by NPOs, participants were asked to
report the fundraising methods used to approach them. From the 161 responses, several
methods were identified and they were consequently grouped according to the
fundraising methods listed in the interview schedule.
However, one new category emerged, which was labelled “Community Fundraising &
eCommunity Fundraising”. This term was labelled based on Miller (2009), which
suggests that NPOs should review the traditional community fundraising approaches
and adapt this concept to the Web 2.0 world. In turn, community fundraising involves
groups of individuals who raise money amongst themselves by conducting social events
or other activities and the profit or the money raised from these activities is given to a
chosen NPO (Fundraising Institute Australia 2009). This term is also referred as a “less
direct fundraising method” (Department of Family and Community Services 2005,
p.39) and although it is a well-known fundraising activity and used by many NPOs,
little is known about this method (Saxton & Wang 2013). Therefore, the Community
Fundraising/e-Community Fundraising theme describes those participants who were
approached by their peers, colleagues and friends either, face-to-face or electronically,
via Facebook, Twitter or email, which is well described in the following statements:
“Friend approached me for sponsoring her” (Participant 151 – Gen Y).
“At work we had a pie drive where a certain portion of the money goes to
charity” (Participant 58 - Boomer).
“Email from a work colleague requesting sponsorship” (Participant 66 – Gen X).
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“Through Facebook and Twitter” (Participant 96 – Gen Y).
Therefore, eight fundraising methods emerged and they are listed in Table C.2. The
overall result from the frequency analysis indicated that the most common fundraising
method was face-to-face in public places followed by phone calls.

Table C.2: Fundraising Methods Reported By Generations and the Overall Sample
Boomers

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall
Sample

F2F Public Place

27

10

28

5

71

Phone

21

22

11

0

54

F2F Doorknocking

2

1

5

1

9

Mail/letterbox

1

5

2

0

8

Community Fundraising &
eCommunity Fundraising

1

1

4

1

7

Email

2

1

1

0

4

Website

1

0

1

0

2

Radio

1

0

0

0

1

Fundraising Method

Note: Others methods that do not fit in the above categories were not reported

Although the fundraising methods used by NPOs to approach participants are mostly
included in the range of methods where participants noted an increase in requests for
donations, the ranking is different. Interestingly, 64.3% of participants noted an increase
in TV ads/programs, however no approach was reported from this method. Community
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and eCommunity fundraising, although not in the list, could be considered part of the
social network media.
In sum, participants reported that they were approached by eight different fundraising
methods, where face-to-face in public places and phone call were the most reported
methods. Community Fundraising and eCommunity Fundraising emerged as an new
method in this study since it was not part of the fundraising methods listed in the
interview schedule. As described earlier, community fundraising via social network
media, which is labelled here as “eCommunity Fundraising”, is a growing new method
and although little research has been done and mostly focused on the organisational
aspects instead on individuals’ behaviour, it has been found in this study. It has been
noted that most donations made via social network media, despite being small, were
mostly by impulse with a potential side effect of “viral fundraising”, which could be
expanded towards circles of online friends and in their own social network, what is
called the “social network effect” (Saxton & Wang 2013). In the same way, the findings
described in Chapter 6 indicate that participants like to be approached by their peers and
friends via social network media, in particular Gen Y and iGen, who, in turn, reported
the highest impulsive donation behaviour.

The Requesters
This section describes the requesters, or in other words, it describes the organisations
that approached participants in the three-week period prior to the interview. Some
participants were able to recall the organisations’ names, but others remembered just the
type of charity or cause such as breast cancer or just cancer.
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All reported NPOs were then categorised into “field of activity” or “industry” (these
terminologies will be interchangeably used throughout this thesis) which was adapted
from the Lyons (2001). Therefore, seven themes emerged from the list of organisations
and they are: (1) Health, (2) Community Services, (3) Religious, (4) Sports and
Recreation, (5) Education, (6) International Aid, (7) Environmental and Animal
Welfare. Some organisations perform in more than one field of activity and for this
reason each organisation was allocated according to the primary purpose of the
participants’ donations identified in the statement, or in the organisation’s primary field
of activity, as used by Lyons (2001) . Additionally, 17 participants could not recall the
name of the NPO that they were approached by and these cases were then allocated
under the theme “I don’t remember”. All fields of activities were then entered in the
SPSS database and all responses allocated to its respective industry.
The result is presented in Table C.3 that shows the percentage of cases per industry. The
top three industries are the “Health Industry” with 35% of the cases followed by the
“Community Services Industry” with 31% and “International Aid Industry” with 10%.
However, it is worth to highlight that, 11% of participants who remembered that they
donated in a giving encounter(s) in the previous three weeks could not recall the name
of the organisations, and in other words, they could not remember who they helped. It is
a high number considering the short period of time, but it could probably be explained
by the high rate of impulsive donation described in Chapter 7 together with the reported
increase in the number of requests for donations, and one could assume that it could be
difficult for individuals to memorise the name of an organisations if they donated, for
instance, by impulse on the streets.
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Table C.3: Percentage of cases in each approach from each industry
Industry / Field of Activity

Percentage (%)

Health

35

Community Services

31

International Aid

10

Environment & animal welfare

7

Sports and Recreation

2

Education

2

Religious

1

“I don’t remember”

11

Total

100

There has been a small number of studies on the type of organisations to which
individuals donated (cf. Department of Family and Community Services 2005; Bennett
2012; Saxton & Wang 2013), however, even less attention has been given on the type of
organisations that approach individuals. For this reason, there is not enough compatible
information to indicate any trend on the types of NPOs that approach individuals.
However, there are some data from previous studies worth comparing.
Table C.4 expands Table C.3 by comparing the number of NPOs per field of activity in
Australia from the Productivity Commission (2010a) and the market share of donations
from individuals in Australia from the Department of Family and Community Services
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(2005) reports. Two fields of activity are worth analysing, starting from the Religious
group, where, from one perspective, it has the largest number of NPOs and the largest
share of donations from individuals in Australia. However, from another perspective, it
has the lowest number of approaches requesting donations from individuals. Thus,
although there are differences in these numbers, it could definitively indicate a large
amount of spontaneous donations from individuals to the religious organisations and not
many fundraising activities from these organisations: an excellent efficacy rate yet to be
investigated. Another interesting analysis is the health industry, which including
hospitals, has 1,021 NPOs. This is the field that holds the lowest number of NPOs in
that report, hence, the field has the second largest share of donations from individuals
and it was the field that most individuals were approached by. Therefore, one could
assume that NPOs from the health industry appear to be permanently approaching
individuals for donations. The number of NPOs from the International Aid and Sports
and Recreation fields were not available to be analysed. Finally, an analysis on the
number of approaches and the respective conversion to donations is conducted in
Chapter 8.
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Table C.4: Comparison of Number of Approaches and Number of NPOs per Field of
Activity
%
Approaches

No of NPOs in
Australia*

% Total
Individual
Donations**

Health & Hospitals

35

1,021

14.2

Community Services

31

7.811

12.8

International Aid

10

Not available

13.3

Environment & animal welfare

7

11,972

4.8

Sports and Recreation

2

Not available

3.7

Education

2

6,621

6.6

Religious

1

12,174

36.1

Industry / Field of Activity

*(Productivity Commission 2010a, p.XXVIII)
**(Department of Family and Community Services 2005, p.22)

In terms of the branding effect, not surprisingly, all four of most cited brands, which are
Red Cross, Heart Foundation, Salvation Army and World Vision (Refer to Table C.5),
are also part of the Superbrands Australia most trusted brands in many occasions
(Superbrands Australia 1999, 2002, 2005; Superbrands Australia & Nielsen Australia
2008; Superbrands Australia 2011). This finding confirms the branding effect discussed
in Chapter 4.

335

Table C.5: Top Three Most Cited Brands
Ranking

NPO

No of
Citations

1st

Red Cross

11

Heart Foundation

7

Salvation Army

7

World Vision

6

nd

2

3rd

Health, community services and international aid organisations were those that most
approached participants and amongst them are those top-of-mind brands, Red Cross,
Heart Foundation, Salvation Army and World Vision. The literature identified the types
of NPOs that individuals donate to, although only a small number of studies (cf.
Department of Family and Community Services 2005; Bennett 2012; Saxton & Wang
2013). It would be worth investigating the NPOs’ from different field of activities and
their strategies on profiling their donor’s portfolio.
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APPENDIX D: THE NUMBER OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF NPOS
PARTICIPANTS DONATED

The Number of Different Types of NPOs Participants Donated
The different types of NPOs supported by participants indicate their response to the
Dynamic Multiple-request Environment. Participants were asked whether they have
been donating to more or fewer different types of NPOs and then to report how many
types of charities they donated to in the twelve-month period prior to the interview.
Table D.1 shows that the majority of participants reported that they have been donating
to the same types of NPOs followed by those participants who perceived that they have
been donating to more different types NPOs in the past twelve months.

Table D.1: Whether participants donated to more, less or the same types of NPOs in the
previous 12 months – absolute and percentage
Participants’ Perception

Frequencies

%

More different types of NPOs

22

36.1

The Same types of NPOs

33

54.1

Less different types of NPOs

6

9.8

Total

61

100
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Table D.2: Generations Donations to Different Types of Charities
Generation

More types of
Different NPOs

The same
Less of different
types of NPOs
types NPOs

Boomers

40.9%

50.0%

9.1%

Gen X

15.4%

61.5%

23.1%

Gen Y

42.1%

52.6%

5.3%

iGen

42.9%

57.1%

0.0%

Overall Result

36.1%

54.1%

9.8%

Participants were then asked to report how many different types of NPOs they have
been donating to, on an ongoing or occasional basis.
Because this question asked participants to report the number of different NPOs they
donated to, it has ratio scale structure and it is consequently recommended to conduct
measurements of central tendency and dispersion. Therefore, mean would be the most
appropriate way to measure central tendency and the estimated standard deviation to
measure dispersion, while range would also be appropriate (Hair, Lukas & Miller 2012).
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Table D.3: Measures of Central Tendency and Dispersion and Number of Responses for
Ongoing
Measures

Boomer

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall
Sample

Number of Participants

52

33

66

24

175

Mean

1.31

0.97

0.74

0.42

0.91

Std. Deviation

1.53

1.42

1.23

1.18

1.38

Range

6

6

5

5

6

Table D.4: Measures of Central Tendency and Dispersion and Number of Responses for
Occasional
Measures

Boomer

Gen X

Gen Y

iGen

Overall
Sample

Number of Participants

53

38

68

23

182

Mean

3.3

2.6

3.4

2.2

3.1

Std. Deviation

2.3

2.2

3.8

2.5

2.9

Range

10

10

20

10

20

Tables D.3 and D.4 show the mean, the estimated standard deviation and range, which
indicate that Boomers and Gen Y donated occasionally on average to just over three
different types of NPOs, while Boomers donated regularly on average to just over one
type of NPO. Not surprisingly, it is also important to note the range, where participants
reported a larger number of different types of NPOs on an occasional basis, while a
much smaller number on an ongoing basis.
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Table D.5: The Number of Different Types of NPOs on Occasional Basis That Each
Generation Donated
Types of NPOs Boomers % Gen X %

Gen Y%

iGen %

Overall Result
%

N

0

9.4

18.4

11.8

34.8

15.4

28

1

11.3

10.5

19.1

8.7

13.7

25

2-5

66

63.2

61.8

47.8

61.5

112

6-10

13.2

7.9

2.9

8.7

7.7

14

11-20

0

0

4.4

0

1.6

3

Total

100

100

100

100

100

182

Table D.6: The Number of Different Types of NPOs on Ongoing Basis That Each
Generation Donated
Types of NPOs

Boomers %

Gen X %

Gen Y%

iGen %

Overall Result
%

N

0

42.3

51.5

60.6

83.3

56.6

99

1

19.2

27.3

21.2

8.3

20

35

2-6

38.5

21.2

18.2

8.3

23.4

11

Total

100

100

100

100

100

175

Another interesting aspect to consider from these answers is the number of participants
who did not donate to any NPO on either an occasional or ongoing basis. Table D.5
shows that 15.4% of participants, who reported their behaviour, informed that they did not
donate, occasionally, to any type of NPO, and iGen has the highest rate of non-occasional
donors. On the other hand, Boomers have the lowest rate of non-occasional donors and
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are those who most donated occasionally to 2.5 and 6-10 different types of NPOs. Table
D.6 shows much larger number of non-donors, where 56.6% of participants reported that
they did not donate to any type of NPO on ongoing basis. Therefore, on the other hand,
only 43.4% of participants were committed to NPOs on regular basis where iGen and Gen
Y rates are well above the overall result. And Baby Boomers, once again, are the most
generous, where the largest percentage of Boomers donated to 2.6 different types of
NPOs.
A survey published by Charityfacts in 2010 (cited in Bennett 2012) identified that 53% of
donors donated to between 2 and 5 NPOs, 10% donated to between 6 and 10 NPOs and
22% donated to just one organisation. Although from different countries and different
research designs, it is worthwhile drawing a comparison just as an illustration, where this
thesis identified a larger percentage of participants donating to 2-5 NPOs occasionally,
but a smaller percentage to 6-10 different types of NPOs. This comparison inspires an
extension of this analysis to find out if participants donated to both, regularly and
occasionally.
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Table D.7: Percentage of Participants who donated regularly and occasionally

Number of NPOs on Ongoing Basis

Number of NPOs on Occasional Basis
0

1

2 to 5

6 to 10

11 to 20

Total

0

21.7%

9.8%

58.7%

8.7%

1.1%

100%

1

18.8%

15.6%

59.4%

6.3%

0%

100%

2

0%

23.5%

70.6%

5.9%

0%

100%

3

22.2%

22.2%

44.4%

11.1%

0%

100%

4

0%

0%

100%

0%

0%

100%

5

0%

0%

20%

40%

40%

100%

6

0%

0%

100%

0%

0%

100%

Table D.7 shows the percentage of participants who donated to different types of NPOs
in both ways, regularly and occasionally. It identifies that a large number of participants
donated regularly and occasionally to several different types of NPOs, for instance,
70.6% of those participants who donated to 2 organisations on regular basis also
donated occasionally to 2-5 others different types of NPOs. They may have some
preferred type of organisations but support other different types of organisations
occasionally. Therefore, it confirms Bennett’s (2012) findings on multiple cause charity
giving, which indicated the individuals’ desire for variation and that the second choice
being organisations from different fields of activity.
Participants were encouraged to reflect on their answers and express their thoughts, as a
result, one theme emerged which is presented in the following section.
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Thought provoking comments
There is also a perception that individuals have preferred types of charity to which they
donate, such as those that help children. This perception is described on the following
statements:
“There does seem to be a stronger urge to donate when it comes to children”
(Participant 9 - Boomer).
“[I donated] when I thought it was a good cause that usually helps children”
(Participant 87 – Gen X).
These thought provoking statements confirm Bennett’s (2012) findings on cross-cause
giving that indicate individuals’ preferences for the main and second charity, which
includes, amongst others, children’s charities.
Interestingly, some participants could not recall the different types of organisation they
donated to, in particular, ad hoc donations. Some of them argued that there were too
many, others just could not remember. This perception is described in the following
statements:
“It is hard to keep track of all the charities, there are so many” (Participant 49 Boomer).
“I do not recall the names of the charities” (Participant 46 - Boomer).
“Not too sure. I don’t recall the charities I donate to” (Participant 155 – Gen Y).
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“I’m unsure about how many because I don't keep a tally” (Participant 112 –
Gen Y).
To conclude, 36.1% of participants are donating to more different types of NPOs and
54.1% are donating to the same types of NPOs. On an occasional basis, they donated on
average to more than 3 NPOs and to almost one NPO on regular basis. It appears that
participants tended to make multiple cause charity giving and have one or more
preferred different types of NPOs to which they donated regularly and then donated
occasionally to other different types of NPOs. In line with Bennett’s (2012) findings, it
suggests an individuals’ desire for variation, with the second and the third choice being
NPOs from different fields of activity. In a Dynamic Multiple-request Environment
practitioners should identify whether they are the donors’ first, second or third choice,
segment of the donors’ portfolio, according to their behaviour and design marketing
communication accordingly. Additionally, they should profile those who consider the
organisation as second and third choice and target new individuals with similar
behaviour.
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APPENDIX E: SUPPORTING STATEMENTS FOR TABLE: 8.4

NPOs are Applying Different Fundraising Techniques
Some participants perceived that NPOs have changed fundraising techniques and this
was reported by 39 participants, where 32 perceived that it increased, 6 that it remained
the same and just one perceived that it decreased (Refer to Chapter 8). In the
participants’ reflections there are strong indications that NPOs are actually applying
different fundraising strategies, and three strategies were identified. The first was about
the use of different fundraising methods, where participants noticed that NPOs have
been using different fundraising methods. Most participants perceived that the number
of requests for donations remains the same, just a small number perceived an increase.
They noticed that NPOs are more dynamic and have been changing fundraising
methods. For instance, some participants reported reductions in phone calls and increase
in face-to-face in public places, and others noticed a decrease in doorknocking and an
increase in other methods. This dynamism in fundraising methods is well expressed in
the following statements:
“I have really seen an increase in a request for donations. I am constantly getting
phone calls at home, seeing internet pop-ups and being invited to charity events.
It seems as though there are charities for every single cause so it’s difficult to
determine the relevance of the charities” (Participant 126).
“I would say that the way I've been asked for donations however has changed”
(Participant 158).
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“I would say slightly less over the phone, but more on the street” (Participant
18).
“I don’t really think it’s changed, but maybe charities are using new ways to
reach people e.g. online” (Participant 187).
In the second marketing strategy, participants perceived an increase in the number of
requests in a specific time of the year, where they described that NPOs are
concentrating their fundraising efforts at specific times of the year. This is clearly
described by participant 21:
“Different organisations do concentrated efforts at certain times of the year”
(Participant 21).
“I have noticed an increase in phone calls, letters in the mail. I don’t watch too
much television so haven’t noticed a difference there. The donations I have
heard on the radio they have turned it into a community event which is a good
idea because a lot of people will donate and participate if they make them into
community events” (Participant 58).
In the third marketing strategy participants noticed that NPOs are also campaigning and
engaging individuals into their cause by educating them, in other words, seeking to
build relationships. In the literature, this strategy was initially identified by Jay (2001)
that, in the UK, younger professional campaigners were fundraising on busy streets, and
practitioners have also suggested that campaigning and fundraising are a good match
and should be conducted by the same person (Visser & Flynn 2013). More recently a
large and well-known NPO in Australia has labelled their fundraising team as
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“Wilderness Defender Campaigners” (Seek.com 2014). This campaigning strategy is
described in the following statement:
“More people are becoming aware about different health problems through
mediums such as Facebook, TV etc., and charities are designing campaigns in
order to educate and create awareness” (Participant 107).
This Section described the participants’ perceptions that, firstly, the number of requests
for donations remains the same but the fundraising methods used by NPOs have
changed, and secondly, the number of requests for donations increased because NPOs
have been applying different fundraising techniques. The latter, therefore confirms and
complements the literature, which suggests, from a different perspective, that NPOs
have used more sophisticated appeals and fundraising methods (Department of Family
and Community Services 2005). Finally, the fundraising methods used by NPOs to
approach participants in this study are described in details in Chapter 6.

Donation Fatigue
Donation Fatigue is the only theme that does not translate reasons for a possible
increase or decrease in the number of requests for donations but it translates a sort of
outburst of discomfort caused by the increase in the number of requests, which is
donation fatigue. It was reported by 14 participants, where 13 perceived an increased
and just one perceived a decrease in the number of requests for donations. The
following statements explain this feeling, however, because donation fatigue is a key
aspect of the proposed model this theme is addressed in detail in Chapter 8
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“Maybe the same, I just was more generous last year. I just said yes to more
people last year, but wasn’t approached by more people this year. But you know,
you get tired. You say yes to one…(after being asked about different methods of
donation requests) - Now that I think about all different types of requests – there
is definitely more. Maybe because there are a lot of people stopping you on the
street for random things like cream. Nobody is going to donate money if they
have the shits” (Participant 22).
“There is so many charities asking for donations these days, it can be quite
annoying” (Participant 2).
“There seem to be a lot more charities these days so a lot of competition. There
are heaps of ads on TV. It’s annoying” (Participant 84).

“I have not paid much attention”
This theme shows that some participants had not actually paid attention to the giving
environment. Some participants could not actually identify whether or not there was an
increase or decrease in the number of requests for donations in the previous year,
simply, because they did not notice any change. Thirteen participants reported that they
did not pay much attention to the number of requests and mostly, have also perceived
that the number of request for donations remains the same. Some participants went even
further and clearly stated that they were not even interested in this matter. They clearly
expressed this view in the following statements:
“Not too sure, haven’t really paid that much attention” (Participant 105).
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“Not really. I see stuff on TV. That’s about it. I don’t pay much attention to it
unless it’s a sporting thing” (Participant 186).
“I haven’t really noticed so I guess that means they have been about the same”
(Participant 92).
“Probably about the same – I haven’t noticed any particular increase or
decrease” (Participant 167).
As demonstrated above, what appears to be lack of attention was the reason that some
participants did not perceive any change in the number of requests for donation.
However, this lack of attention could be, borrowing concepts from the consumer
behaviour literature, an element of selective perception, in particular, “perceptual
blocking”. Sutherland & Sylvester stated in 2000 that “perceptual blocking” occurs
when “consumers protect themselves from being bombarded with stimuli by simply
blocking such stimuli from conscious awareness” (cited in Schiffman et al. 2010,
p.133). Therefore, building a link between giving behaviour and consumer behaviour,
one could argue that the reported lack of attention could actually be a “perceptual
blocking” as a result of the increase in the number of requests for donations.

The Participant’s Accessibility to the Request
The participants’ accessibility to requests was attributed to be the reason for both,
increase and decrease in the number of requests for donations.
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This theme emerged, in particular, from two distinct groups of participants, firstly from
7 participants who perceived an increase in the number of requests for donations and
secondly from 2 participants who perceived a decrease in the number of requests for
donations. In total, twelve participants had that perception.
Those participants, who perceived an increase, believed that the number of requests for
donation increased because they believe that, as individuals, they have been more
accessible to requests and therefore more easily approached by NPOs. Interestingly,
there are several distinct points, for example, people who believe that because they are
retired and spend more time at home, they answer more phone calls
Following are presented the statements that best describe this perception from different
points of view:
“I have noticed an increase, although I’m not sure if it’s just that I’m watching
more TV” (Participant 101).
“I have noticed the increases due to the amount of time that I spend on these
networking sites, Facebook in particular” (Participant 116).
“There’s been an increase. I work in the city now so I run into a lot of charities
that have people on Pitt St Mall trying to get donations” (Participant 194).
“Working in the city, I often see people asking for donations for charity. I
wouldn’t say that it has increased however” (Participant 56).
On the other hand, those participants who reported a decrease in the number of request
for donations believed that the number of requests for donation decreased because they

350

had been less accessible to requests and therefore they are less likely to be approached
by NPOs. The statements that best describe this perception are the following:
“It decreased, due to no longer having a home phone number to be contacted on”
(Participant 64).
“Decreased, because I am not contacted at work, and they only call home during
business hours” (Participant 12).
In sum, the accessibility to requests for donations impacts on the participant’s
perception of the increase or decrease in the number of requests for donations.
However, that perception does not necessarily translate to the number of requests for
donations having actually increased.

Increasing Natural Disasters
The increase in the number of requests for a donation, according to 10 participants, was
the result of an increase in the number of natural disasters, which therefore, increase the
need for public support. This theme was clearly expressed by the following participants’
statements:
“Due to the prevalence of natural disasters, e.g. Queensland floods, Japanese and
New Zealand earthquakes” (Participant 71).
“I think there has been more due to the natural disasters over the last few years”
(Participant 60).
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“There has been an increase in requests mainly due to a number of natural
disasters” (Participant 20).
In sum, 10 participants perceived that the number of requests for donations has
increased because of the increasing demand for support caused by the increase in
natural disasters. Additionally, some participants have also named some disasters and
others have also named the NPO that was raising funds related to the disaster. It is
worth highlighting interesting findings from an organisational perspective, where the
literature identified an increase in publicity about recent natural disasters together with
an increase in internationalised fundraising activities, when UK NPOs practiced crossborder giving (Bennett & Ali-Choudhury 2010). Therefore, the findings from this
section confirm the literature when it indicates similar results, but from the individuals
perspective, where the perceived increase in natural disasters might actually be an
increase in publicity and an increase in cross-border requests for donations.

Increasing Number of NPOs
This section uncovers the participants’ perceptions that the increase in the number of
requests for donations was caused by the increasing number of new NPOs. Nine
participants had that perception. The following statements clearly describe this view:
“It has definitely increased over the last year. There have been more and more
charities calling and asking for money and some that I have never even heard of
before so I think they must be new” (Participant 4).
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“Yes, there seem to be a lot more charities these days so a lot of competition.
There are heaps of ads on TV. It’s annoying” (Participant 84).
“More. It has been a gradual increase but when you compare it to the previous
year there have been a number of charity increases” (Participant 75).
“There are more charities asking for help with increased need amongst society
for people who are ill, homeless or in poverty” (Participant 107).
The increasing number of NPOs appears to be noticed amongst some participants. As
discussed earlier in Chapter 1, the literature has identified increasing competition
amongst NPOs due to the increase in the number of NPOs in Australia and overseas in
the past years (cf. Department of Family and Community Services 2005; Sargeant &
Woodliffe 2007; Grace & Griffin 2009; Merchant, Ford & Rose 2011), however, little
research has been done to investigate the individual’s perception of the increase and
also the individuals’ behaviour in response to this increase. This is a key aspect of this
thesis, how do donors respond behaviourally to this donation request environment.
Details on the participants’ reaction to the increase in the number of NPOs and the
consequent increase in the number of requests for donations are described in Chapter 8.

Others – Thought Provoking Statements
Some participants perceived an increase in the number of requests for donations and
provided insightful statements, despite these not being generalizable. A small number
perceived that the number of request for donations increased because the level of
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poverty increased, consequently the need in general increased. Three participants
reported this view, which is described in the following statements:
“The number of requests for donation increased, because of the increasing
number of people needing services, in this case, community services support”
(Participant 8).
“I think there have been more requests for donations because of the need for
more money, because of levels of poverty in developing countries, and the need
for food, water, shelter and medical supplies” (Participant 114).
Another group of participants believed that the number of requests for donations
increased because of the global financial crisis. According to two participants, the
global financial crisis had impacted on individuals’ abilities to continuously provide
financial support to charities in Australia, and for these reasons, NPOs needed to
increase the number of requests for donations to attempt to maintain their status quo.
The statements that best express this perception are as follows:
“It increased, because, the Global Financial crisis has affected people’s ability to
donate as much money” (Participant 124).
“It increased, due to the current economy and lack of financial support”
(Participant 26).
The global financial crisis was found by some participants as the reason for the increase
in the number of request for donations in Australia, and it confirms the literature. It has
been identified that NPOs in UK increased their fundraising efforts 18% by early 2009
after a decline in donations by 11% from 2007/08 during the recession. Moreover, a
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similar trend occurred in US, but it is unknown in Canada and Australia (National
Council for Voluntary Organisations 2010). Thus, it could be assumed participants
noticed, and indeed, NPOs in Australia might have increased their fundraising efforts in
response to the global financial crisis.
To conclude, the results indicate that, from an individual’s perspective, there is an
increase in the number of requests for donations in the twelve-month period prior to the
interviews. Participants identified that NPOs have applied different fundraising
techniques and these are referred to as “sophisticated appeals and fundraising methods”
(Department of Family and Community Services 2005, p.ix), which were also identified
as one of the reasons for the growth of the sector. Another group of participants appear
to be not paying much attention in their surrounding giving environment or purposely
not paying attention at all. Natural disasters, with or without increase in the numbers
(This is not the forum for this debate) have been reported as one of the reasons for the
increase in the number of requests. However, studies have identified an increase in the
amount of publicity about natural disasters and an increase of cross-border giving
activities caused by large NPOs, which could justify the participants’ perceptions. The
number of NPOs have increased and this is definitively also perceived by participants as
one of the reasons for the increase in the number of requests for donations. Finally, the
2008 Global Financial Crisis, appears to have impacted the giving market in Australia,
and interestingly, been noticed by participants, who concluded that the reduction in
revenue forced NPOs to increase their fundraising activities, which has actually
happened in the UK, although there is a lack of Australian data on this topic.
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